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1.0 Executive Summary 

1.1  Purpose of this Report 

Sound Transit (ST) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are conducting an alternatives 

analysis to start the public planning and environmental processes for the Federal Way Transit 

Extension (FWTE) in South King County in the metropolitan Puget Sound region. The proposed 

project is part of the Sound Transit 2 (ST2) Plan approved by voters in 2008. It would start at the 

regional light rail system at the future Angle Lake Station in the City of SeaTac at S. 200th Street.  

Exhibit 1‐1 shows where the FWTE is located. The FWTE is an element of the region’s 

Metropolitan Transportation Plan (the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) Transportation 

2040), and Sound Transit’s Long‐Range Transit Plan. These plans anticipate the eventual 

extension of high capacity transit (HCT) service south to Tacoma. 

 

 

EXHIBIT 1-1 

FWTE Project Study Area 
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This report is organized in six sections: 

 Introduction  

 Pre‐Screening of Alternatives 

 Definition of Level 1 Alternatives 

 Evaluation Criteria 

 Level 1 Data Results 

 Findings and Conclusions  

1.2  Purpose and Need of the Federal Way Transit Extension 
Project 

The purpose of the Federal Way Transit Extension is to expand the Sound Transit Link light rail 

system from SeaTac to the cities of Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way in King County in order 

to meet the following objectives: 

 

 Provide a rapid, reliable, accessible, and efficient alternative for travel to and from the 

corridor and other urban growth and activity centers in the region with sufficient 

capacity to meet projected demand. 

 Expand mobility alternatives to traveling on congested roadways and improve 

connections to the regional multimodal transportation system with peak and off‐peak 

service. 

 Provide the high‐capacity transit (HCT) infrastructure to support adopted regional and 

local land use, transportation, and economic development plans. 

 Advance the long‐range vision, goals, and objectives for transit service established by 

the Sound Transit Long‐Range Plan for high‐quality regional transit service connecting 

major activity centers in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. 

 Implement a financially feasible system that seeks to preserve and promote a healthy 

environment. 

The following  conditions within the project corridor demonstrate the need for the project: 

 North‐south transit demand is expected to grow by 30 to 40 percent by 2035 as a result 

of residential and employment growth in the FWTE corridor and regionally. 

 The FWTE corridor population is a highly transit‐dependent population with needs for 

efficient, reliable regional connectivity. 



1.0 Executive Summary 
 

Federal Way Transit Extension 1-3 Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013  

 Congestion on I‐5 and on the key corridor arterials leading in and out of the study area 

will increase and further degrade existing transit performance and reliability. 

 There is a lack of reliable and efficient peak and off‐peak transit service connecting 

persons in the FWTE corridor with the region’s growth centers. 

 Regional and local plans call for HCT in the corridor consistent with PSRC’s VISION 2040 

and the Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan.  

 Implementing the project will help meet environmental and sustainability goals of the 

state and region, including reduced vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

Any alternative evaluated for the FWTE must demonstrate the ability to address these needs 

and achieve the project purpose. 

1.3 Pre-Screening of Alternatives 

Development of alternatives for the project was informed by FTA guidelines on project 

development and alternatives analyses.  Potential alternatives for the FWTE came from two 

sources: previous regional and local planning studies (see Section 2.2.2) and input from the 

public and agencies during a 30‐day early scoping period between October 18 and November 

19, 2012. The early scoping period included two public open houses (one in Des Moines and 

one in Federal Way), an online survey, and opportunities for the public to provide comments on 

comment forms at the meeting, online, or via postal mail. The public open houses provided 

several interactive opportunities for attendees to provide input, including a large map of the 

project corridor where attendees could draw alignment suggestions. An online agency meeting 

and public meeting were also conducted and provided opportunities to ask questions and 

provide comments.  

Feedback received during the early scoping period was positive and indicated a desire for 

improved transit service in the project area. Comments provided by agencies, local 

jurisdictions, institutions, and members of the general public indicated a strong preference for 

light rail transit. Stakeholders expressed concerns about parking, travel time, connections to 

future light rail expansion in Tacoma and to other transit facilities in the study area, and 

multimodal connections. Comments received on alignment, profile preference, and station 

locations were mixed. 

Alternatives considered include different modes, profiles and alignments. Mode refers to the 

method of transportation, such as bus or light rail. Profile refers to a vertical location, such as 

above grade (elevated), at‐grade, below‐grade (retained cut or tunnel), or mixture of one or 
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more profile. Alignment refers to the horizontal location within a corridor. Table 1‐1 and 

Exhibit 1‐2 below show the initial range of alternative types considered.  

Table 1-1 

Initial Alternative Types Considered  
Mode Transportation System Management (TSM) 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

Profile At-grade 
Elevated 
Mixed at-grade/elevated 
Tunnel 

Alignment 
 

SR 99 West Side 

Median 

East Side 

I-5 West Side 

Median 

East Side 

30th Avenue S. West Side 

Median 

East Side 

24th Avenue S. West Side 

Median 

East Side 
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EXHIBIT 1-2 

Initial Range of Alternatives 
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Some of the modes, profiles and alignment alternatives were not evaluated in the Level 1 

process because they would not meet the stated purpose and need for the project, they had 

substantial impacts to environmental resources that must be avoided, or they had design 

features that would substantially increase the project cost compared to other alternatives that 

make them infeasible to keep under consideration. Table 1‐2 and Exhibit 1‐3 show the 

alternatives that were not evaluated as part of Level 1.  On Exhibit 1‐3, the alternatives not 

carried forward to Level 1 are shown in gray.  Section 3.3.3 of this report explains in detail why 

these alternatives were not evaluated in the Level 1 screening process. 

Table 1-2 

Alternatives Not Evaluated in Level 1 
Alternative Type Alternative Corridor 

Mode TSM I-5 or SR 99 

BRT I-5 or SR 99 

Profile Tunnel SR 99 

Alignment East Side I-5 

Crossing at S. 272nd Street I-5 / SR 99 Hybrid 

Behind Businesses SR 99 

West Side 24th Avenue S. 
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EXHIBIT1-3 

Pre-Screening Results 
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1.4 Definition of Alternatives Evaluated in Level 1 

The following alternatives were evaluated in Level 1, as shown in Table 1‐3 and Exhibit 1‐4. 

Table 1-3 

Level 1 Alternatives 
Corridor Profile 

 
SR 99 

At-grade Median 

Mixed Median  

Elevated Median 

Elevated West Side 

Elevated East Side  

 
I-5 

Mixed West Side 

Mixed Median 

 
30th Avenue S. 

At-grade Median 

Elevated Median 

Elevated West Side 

Elevated East Side  

 
24th Avenue S. 
 

At-grade Median 

Elevated Median 

Elevated East Side 
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EXHIBIT 1-4 

Level 1 Alternatives 
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For the Level 1 evaluation, the entire corridor was broken into four segments to allow for easier 

comparison within areas where major differences would occur. The SR 99 and I‐5 alternatives 

would continue through the full corridor length, from the Angle Lake Station at S. 200th Street 

to the Federal Way Transit Center (FWTC). The 30th Avenue S. alternatives and 24th Avenue S. 

alternatives would only occur in the northern half of the corridor, and could connect with either 

a SR 99 or an I‐5 alternative after the proposed station near S. 240th Street.  

 Segment A: S. 200th Street to S. 220th Street. Within Segment A, there are distinct 

alignments along SR 99, I‐5, and 24th Avenue S. 

 Segment B: S. 220th Street to S. 244th Street. This segment would include a station at 

approximately S. 240th Street for all alternatives. Within Segment B, there are distinct 

alignments along SR 99, I‐5, 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. 

 Segment C: S. 244th Street to S. 280th Street. This segment would have a station at 

approximately S. 272nd Street. Within Segment C, there are distinct alignments along SR 

9 and I‐5 only. 

 Segment D: S. 280th Street to S. 320th Street. This segment would have a station in the 

approximate vicinity of the Federal Way Transit Center. Within Segment D, there are 

distinct alignments along SR 99 and I‐5 only. 

 

1.5 Level 1 Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation criteria for this study originated from goals and objectives established in the 

Purpose and Need.  Table 1‐4 presents the complete set of evaluation criteria that were used to 

review the alternative concepts in Level 1.  Details on the specific measures and methodologies 

for each criterion can be found in Section 5 of this report. 
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Table 1-4 

Evaluation Criteria for Level 1 Screening 

Evaluation Criteria Measures 

Objective: Provide Effective Transportation Solution to Meet Mobility Need 

   Ridership potential 
 2035 daily project riders (projected) 

 Travel time in study area 

   Connections to regional multimodal 
transportation systems 

 Transit integration with Link system 

 Transit integration with facilities in the study area 

Objective: Support Equitable Mobility 

   Transit-dependent population 

 Low-income population within ½ mile of stations 

 Elderly population (age 65 or older) within ½ mile of stations 

 Youth population (age 16 or younger) within ½ mile of stations 

 0-car households within ½ mile of stations 

Objective: Support Land Use Plans and Economic Development 

   Transit-supportive land use and   

   economic development policies 
 How well an alternative provides enhanced mobility to existing high-density 

land use centers 

Objective: Preserve a Healthy Environment 

   Effect on natural environment 
 Impacts on wetlands 

 Potential to affect stream crossings 

   Effect on built environment 

 Visual aesthetic impacts of alternative 

 Potential property acquisition 

 Impacts to known parks 

 Number of community facilities affected 

 Impacts on known or eligible historic or other sensitive properties 

 Number of potentially impacted noise receptors 

 Level of Service (LOS) at intersections; evaluation of capacity/flow (existing 
conditions) 

 Traffic circulation and access; number of mid-block opportunities 

Objective: Design an Affordable and Constructible Project 

   Design Considerations 

 Potential utility effects 

 High-risk hazardous materials 

 Geologic hazards 

 Park and Ride lot locations 

   System Costs 
 Estimated capital cost ($2013) 

 Estimated annual operations and maintenance cost ($2013) *Not evaluated 
in Level 1. Will be included in Level 2. 
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1.6 Level 1 Analysis Summary 

Chapter 6 of this report documents the data that was developed for the Level 1 evaluation. The 

sections below summarize the data that most differentiates the alternatives and supports 

conclusions to either carry an alternative forward to the Level 2 evaluation or to not study the 

alternative further. The data is summarized by alternative in Exhibit 1‐5, Level 1 Alternatives 

Analysis Summary Table, on the following pages. 
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EXHIBIT 1-5 

Level 1 Alternatives Analysis Summary Table 
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Level 1 Alternatives Analysis Summary Table 
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Level 1 Alternatives Analysis Summary Table 
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EXHIBIT 1-5 

Level 1 Alternatives Analysis Summary Table 
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1.6.1 SR 99 At-Grade Median Alternative 

The SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative is one of the lowest cost alternatives. It would have the 

lowest ridership and longest travel time of all SR 99 alternatives. It would require extensive 

reconstruction of the recently reconstructed SR 99 roadway, as well as extensive utility 

relocation, resulting in the greatest disruption to adjacent properties and the surrounding 

communities and presenting substantial engineering challenges associated with widening. 

Traffic and other transit operations would be adversely affected, and the potential delays 

associated with at‐grade operation would adversely affect system‐wide operations. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative is not 

proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.2 SR 99 Mixed Median Alternative 

The SR 99 Mixed Median alternative would have lower ridership and longer travel time than the 

elevated SR 99 alternatives.  Like the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative, it would require 

extensive reconstruction of the recently‐reconstructed SR 99 roadway, as well as extensive 

utility relocation, resulting in disruption to adjacent properties and the surrounding 

communities. This alternative would avoid some traffic, transit, and system‐wide impacts 

associated with the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative because it would cross major 

intersections on an elevated structure.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 Mixed Median alternative is not 

proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.3 SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative 

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would be more expensive than the at‐grade or mixed 

median alternatives, but would have higher ridership and faster travel times. It has the 

potential to limit reconstruction of SR 99 to intersections and station locations, reducing 

potential for utility relocations and disruption to adjacent properties.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative is 

proposed for further evaluation. 
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1.6.4 SR 99 Elevated East Side Alternative 

The SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative would be more expensive than the at‐grade or mixed 

median alternatives, but would have higher ridership and faster travel times. High‐voltage 

electrical transmission lines on the east side of SR 99 would need to be relocated. Acquisition of 

properties on the east side of the road could result in business and residential displacements, 

and could limit the potential for redevelopment of these properties following construction. 

Topographical constraints on the east side of SR 99 in some places would present engineering 

challenges.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative is not 

proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.5 SR 99 Elevated West Side Alternative 

The SR 99 Elevated West Side alternative would be more expensive than the at‐grade or mixed 

median alternatives, but would have higher ridership and faster travel times. Acquisition of 

properties on the west side of the road would likely result in business and residential 

displacements, and could limit the potential for redevelopment of these properties following 

construction. Topographical constraints on the west side of SR 99 in some places would present 

engineering challenges.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 Elevated West Side alternative is 

not proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.6 I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative 

The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would be less expensive than elevated alternatives along 

SR 99.  Based on current information from WSDOT, it appears this alternative could be 

constructed largely within WSDOT right‐of‐way, limiting residential or business displacements, 

and avoiding impacts to local roadway operations. Ridership and travel time would be similar to 

the SR 99 elevated alternatives. Potential risks include proximity to Highline Water District 

water tanks, a Puget Sound Energy substation, and the Midway Landfill, which also presents a 

potential hazardous materials concern and geologic hazard.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative is 

proposed for further evaluation. 
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1.6.7 I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Alternative 

The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would be less expensive than elevated alternatives 

along SR 99.  Based on current information from WSDOT, it appears this alternative could be 

constructed largely within WSDOT right‐of‐way, limiting residential or business displacements 

and avoiding impacts to local roadway operations. Ridership and travel time would be the same 

as SR 99 elevated alternatives. Potential risks include proximity to Highline Water District water 

tanks and a Puget Sound Energy substation. This alternative would avoid the Midway Landfill 

and the engineering challenges that this crossing presents, and would also have the lowest 

potential for visual impacts.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative 

is proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.8 30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median Alternative 

The 30th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median alternative would avoid the disruption of SR 99 associated 

with construction activities and widening of the roadway between S. 220th Street and S. 240th 

Street.  It would have a longer travel time and lower ridership than elevated alternatives, and 

would require reconstruction of 30th Avenue S., a two‐lane primarily residential road. This 

reconstruction would involve utility relocations and result in impacts to local traffic by 

eliminating left turns from side streets and adjacent properties. This alternative would cross 

Kent‐Des Moines Road at‐grade directly adjacent to on and off‐ramps to I‐5. This alternative 

would have high potential for noise and visual impacts and would bifurcate the Pacific Ridge 

neighborhood between S. 220th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 30th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.9 30th Avenue S. Elevated Median Alternative 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated Median alternative would have a similar travel time and ridership 

as other elevated alternatives on SR 99 and I‐5. It would require reconstruction of 30th Avenue 

S., a two‐lane primarily residential road. This reconstruction would involve utility relocations 

and would result in impacts to local traffic by eliminating left turns from side streets and 

adjacent properties. This alternative would have high potential for noise and visual impacts and 

would bifurcate the Pacific Ridge neighborhood between S. 220th Street and Kent‐Des Moines 

Road. 
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Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.10 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side Alternative 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side alternative would have a similar travel time and ridership 

as other elevated alternatives on SR 99 and I‐5. It would require reconstruction of 30th Avenue 

S., a two‐lane primarily residential road. This reconstruction would involve utility relocations 

and property acquisition on the east side of the road, likely resulting in residential 

displacements. This alternative would have high potential for noise and visual impacts and 

would bifurcate the Pacific Ridge neighborhood between S. 220th Street and Kent‐Des Moines 

Road.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.11 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side Alternative 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would have similar travel time and ridership 

to other elevated alternatives on SR 99 and I‐5 and is likely to require only partial 

reconstruction of 30th  Avenue S., a two‐lane primarily residential road. This alternative would 

have high potential for noise and visual impacts and would bifurcate the Pacific Ridge 

neighborhood between S. 220th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. This reconstruction would 

avoid major utility relocations associated with median and east side alternatives on 30th Avenue 

S. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 

alternative is proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.12 24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median Alternative 

The 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median alternative would avoid the disruption of SR 99 associated 

with construction activities and widening of the roadway between S. 200th Street and S. 240th 

Street. It would have a longer travel time and lower ridership than elevated alternatives, and 

would require reconstruction of 24th Avenue S., a two‐lane collector road in a residential area. 

This reconstruction would involve utility relocations and would result in effects to local traffic 

by eliminating left turns from side streets and adjacent properties. This alternative would have 

high potential for noise and visual effects and could have indirect effects to parks and 
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neighborhood cohesion between S. 216th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. Additional costs 

would be associated with structures for crossing the proposed SR 509 right‐of‐way and S. 208th 

Street. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.13 24th Avenue S. Elevated Median Alternative 

The 24th Avenue S. Elevated Median alternative would avoid the disruption of SR 99 associated 

with construction activities and widening of the roadway between S. 200th Street and S. 240th 

Street.  This alternative would require reconstruction of 24th Avenue S., a two‐lane collector 

road in a residential area. This reconstruction would involve utility relocations and would result 

in effects to local traffic by eliminating left turns from side streets and adjacent properties. This 

alternative would have high potential for noise and visual effects and could have indirect 

effects to parks and neighborhood cohesion between S. 216th Street and Kent‐Des Moines 

Road. Additional costs would be associated with structures for crossing the proposed SR 509 

right‐of‐way and S. 208th Street. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

1.6.14 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side Alternative 

The 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side alternative would avoid the disruption of SR 99 associated 

with construction activities and widening of the roadway between S. 200th Street and S. 240th 

Street. This alternative would result in acquiring properties on the east side of 24th Avenue S. 

for right‐of‐way, possibly displacing residences and/or churches. This alternative would have 

high potential for noise and visual effects and could have indirect effects to parks and 

neighborhood cohesion between S. 216th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. Additional costs 

would be associated with structures for crossing the proposed SR 509 right‐of‐way and S. 208th 

Street. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 
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1.6.15 Developing a New Alternative (Hybrid) 

The results of the Level 1 analysis showed that different segments of each of the SR 99 

alternatives could work, but each one of them as a “stand alone” alternative has substantial 

flaws. A combination of conceptual design elements (a mix of east side, west side, and median 

alignment; at‐grade and elevated profile) could result in an alternative that operates better 

with less adverse effects than the “stand alone” SR 99 alignment alternatives  studied in Level 1. 

For the Level 2 evaluation, this new alternative will be called the “hybrid” alternative. 

Conclusion: A new SR 99 Hybrid alternative should be developed for study in the Level 2 

evaluation. It should be made up of segments of the SR 99 alignment and grade alternatives 

(at‐grade, median elevated, east elevated and west elevated) that have been developed and 

examined in the Level 1 evaluation.  

Exhibit 1‐6 summarizes the Level 1 evaluation, showing which alternatives will not be studied 

further (shown in gray) and which alternatives will be studied further in Level 2 (shown in 

color). 
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EXHIBIT 1-6 

Level 1 Evaluation Results  
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2.0 Introduction 
This chapter provides an introduction to the Alternatives Analysis (AA) phase of the Federal 

Way Transit Extension (FWTE), the background on the corridor, and an explanation of the AA 

process.  

The Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority (Sound Transit) intends to extend regional 

high capacity transit (HCT) between the cities of SeaTac and Federal Way. The Sound Transit 2 

(ST2) Plan, approved by voters in 2008, included environmental study and design of this 

extension. This approximately 7.6 mile extension would extend HCT south from the future 

Angle Lake Station terminus of the Sound Transit Link light rail system at S. 200th Street in 

SeaTac (scheduled to open in 2016) to the Federal Way Transit Center at S. 320th Street. The 

voter‐approved extensions to the Link light rail system will bring 36 new miles of service to the 

north, south, and east over the next few years, creating a 55‐mile light rail system serving the 

Puget Sound region. 

The FWTE will help fulfill regional plans developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) 

and Sound Transit. PSRC’s Vision 2040 (PSRC 2009) and Sound Transit’s 2005 Regional Transit 

Long‐Range Plan (Sound Transit, 2005) both call for future HCT in the FWTE corridor. Exhibit 2‐1 

shows the Regional Transit System Plan map 
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EXHIBIT 2-1 

Sound Transit Current Service and Future Projects 
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2.1 Relationship of this Study to Project Development 
This report summarizes the portion of the AA process that has been completed to date to 

identify and evaluate alternatives. The alternatives performing best against evaluation criteria 

may be analyzed in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) and under the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The study 

identified an initial range of potential alternatives based on previous plans and studies and 

input from the public and agencies.  This study evaluated those potential alternatives to 

determine which should undergo further study and design during the AA and EIS processes. At 

the end of the project development and environmental review process, the Sound Transit 

Board is expected to select the project to build and operate.  

Sound Transit intends to maintain eligibility for future New Starts or other federal funding from 

the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). To be eligible for federal funding the planning process 

for the project must be done in compliance with FTA planning and project development 

guidance. The new transportation funding bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 

(MAP‐21), eliminates the formal AA requirement from the New Starts Program and instead 

relies on the review of alternatives performed during the metropolitan planning and 

environmental processes. The following chapters document this local planning process both 

prior to initiation of the FWTE project and as part of this alternatives analysis.   

Throughout the AA and NEPA/SEPA processes, Sound Transit is committed to engaging the 

public, agencies, and key stakeholders. Agencies involved in the Interagency Working Group 

include each city in the corridor (SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent and Federal Way), PSRC, Highline 

Community College, WSDOT, and King County Metro. Key stakeholders include local community 

and business organizations and community service providers. Input from each of these groups 

(public, agencies, and stakeholders) is important throughout the process to ensure that the 

community concerns and issues are considered during the evaluation and design process. 

2.2 FWTE Corridor Background 
This section provides context on the FWTE corridor within the greater regional transit system 

and an overview of previous planning efforts within the corridor.  

Sound Move, the first phase of regional transit investments, was approved and funded by 

voters in 1996. Sound Transit is now completing its implementation. It includes light rail, 

commuter rail and regional express bus infrastructure and service. As a result of the Sound 

Move initiative, in 2009, Sound Transit began light rail operations between downtown Seattle 

and Sea‐Tac International Airport, and an extension to the University of Washington is under 

construction and scheduled to open in 2016.  
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The S. 200th Link Extension is currently under construction, extending light rail from the Sea‐Tac 

Airport to S. 200th Street, terminating at the Angle Lake Station.  The FWTE will extend this 

system south to Federal Way in order to expand regional service as well as make progress 

toward reaching Tacoma, the long‐term southern terminus of the Link light rail system planned 

for in Sound Transit’s 2005 Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan.  

In 2004, Sound Transit began planning for the next phase of investment to follow Sound Move. 

This included updating the long‐range plan and associated environmental review. Following 

several years of system planning work to define, evaluate and prioritize the next round of 

regional transit system expansion, voters in 2008 authorized funding to extend the regional 

light rail system south to Federal Way as part of the Sound Transit 2 (ST2) Plan. The ST2 Plan 

would also extend light rail from downtown Seattle to Bellevue and Redmond to the east and to 

Northgate and Lynnwood to the north.  

Regional and local efforts have studied and identified, through a rigorous planning and 

outreach process, alternatives for further study and evaluation to bring high‐capacity transit to 

the FWTE corridor. Related regional planning documents include: 

 Regional Multi‐Corridor Summary Report (Puget Sound Council of Governments, 1986) 

 Regional Transit System Plan Final EIS (Joint Regional Policy Committee, 1993) 

 1995 Regional Transit Service Proposal (Sound Transit, 1995) 

 The Regional Transit Long‐Range Vision and Sound Move‐the Ten‐Year Regional Transit 

System Plan (Sound Transit, 1996) 

 Destination 2030 (PSRC 2001) 

 Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan and associated EIS (Sound Transit, 2005) 

 Sound Transit 2 (ST2) Plan (Sound Transit, 2008) 

 Transportation 2040 (PSRC 2011) 

These plans all support an investment in high‐capacity transit serving the FWTE study area. In 

addition, the plans of the cities in the FWTE study area (SeaTac, Kent, Des Moines, and Federal 

Way), as well as other regional transportation agencies also support a high capacity transit 

investment in the FWTE corridor. These plans include: 

 SR 99 Route Development Plan (Federal Way to Tukwila) (Washington State Department 

of Transportation (WSDOT), 2006) 

 Looking to the Future: Six‐Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007 (King County 

Metro, 2002) 

 Strategic Plan for Public Transportation, 2007 to 2016 (King County Metro, 2007) 

 King County Metro Transit Strategic Plan for Public Transportation 2011 to 2021 (King 

County Metro, 2011) 
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 City of SeaTac Comprehensive Plan (Updated, 2011) 

  City of Des Moines Comprehensive Plan (2009) and Comprehensive Transportation Plan 

(CTP) (2009) 

 City of Kent Comprehensive Plan (2008) and Transportation Master Plan (2008)  

 City of Federal Way Comprehensive Plan (Updated, 2010)  

 Puget Sound Regional Council Growing Transit Communities Program (2012) 

Sound Transit documented these planning and outreach efforts in a November 2012 memo to 

the FTA titled “Federal Way Transit Extension – Linking Planning and NEPA.” The findings of the 

memo indicate that the planning processes for high capacity transit in the FWTE project area 

have addressed questions of ‘general travel corridor’ and ‘general mode.’  

2.3 Overview of the Alternatives Analysis Process 
The purpose of this alternatives analysis is to define the transportation needs in the corridor 

and identify reasonable alternatives that would address those needs. While this alternatives 

analysis is a local process, because the resulting project may use federal funding, and FTA is the 

steward of federal transit funding, FTA’s general guidelines for how to conduct alternatives 

analysis are incorporated into the study. These include four major steps:  

 Study initiation 

 Development and refinement of alternatives and technical methodologies  

 Analysis and evaluation 

 Identification of a preferred alternative 

Exhibit 2‐2 illustrates the steps in the Alternatives Analysis process. 
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EXHIBIT 2-2 

Alternatives Analysis Process 
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During the study initiation phase, the roles and responsibilities of participating agencies are 

established, issues to be addressed in the study are defined, and the availability of data and 

models for addressing these issues is determined. The study initiation phase also includes 

development of a detailed work plan, a problem statement and purpose and need, evaluation 

measures to guide the subsequent analysis, and a conceptual definition of alternatives to be 

included in the study. Chapter 3 of this report summarizes the project purpose and need.  

Once the alternatives analysis study has been initiated, the next step is to further refine the 

study alternatives and analysis methods. This step is designed to ensure that all participants in 

the process are in general agreement with the alternatives and analysis methods before the 

alternatives are further developed and evaluated in greater detail. This step often includes a 

preliminary analysis to screen out those alternatives that clearly cannot satisfy the project 

purpose and need or that show the least amount of promise. The third step includes the more 

detailed development of the most promising alternatives followed by the analysis and 

evaluation of these alternatives. This step constitutes the main work of the alternatives 

analysis, and includes applying the methodologies developed for each of the study’s evaluation 

measures to assess the transportation, environmental and financial impacts of each alternative. 

This step has two levels for the FWTE, and this report documents Level 1 of this evaluation. 

Chapter 4 defines the alternatives studied in Level 1; Chapter 5 describes the criteria used to 

evaluate the alternatives and the methodologies for applying these criteria; Chapter 6 presents 

the results of each evaluation measure; and Chapter 7 provides a comparative analysis of 

alternatives based on these criteria and identifies alternatives to be evaluated further in Level 

2. 

The Level 1 evaluation applies both qualitative and quantitative criteria to measure the 

benefits, impacts, and costs of the alternatives. The best performing alternatives will then be 

studied further in the Level 2 evaluation. Given the expanded information available at this stage 

of the process, alternatives that will be further studied have a refined design and definition 

prior to evaluation in Level 2.  

The Level 2 evaluation will apply more quantitative criteria and analyses to the remaining, 

smaller set of alternatives. These alternatives are again compared against one another. This 

evaluation will compare each alternative’s merits and weaknesses relative to the other 

alternatives. The results of this screening will be presented to Sound Transit Board and will 

inform alternatives to present during the NEPA/SEPA environmental scoping period.  Following 

scoping, the Sound Transit Board is expected to identify the alternative or alternatives that 

should be studied in the Draft EIS. 
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2.4 Organization of this Report  
This report is organized by the following chapters: 

Chapter 1 – Executive Summary: This chapter provides an overview of the alternatives 

evaluated in this study and the key findings and conclusions.  

Chapter 2 – Introduction: This chapter provides an introduction to the alternatives analysis 

phase of the FWTE, some background on the corridor, and an explanation of the alternatives 

analysis process.  

Chapter 3 – Pre‐Screening of Alternatives: This chapter discusses alternatives identified in 

previous studies or submitted during the early scoping process that were pre‐screened from 

further evaluation because they do not meet the project purpose and need, they have 

engineering or environmental constraints that make them infeasible, or they are inconsistent 

with adopted local and regional plans for public transportation infrastructure. This chapter also 

provides a summary of the project purpose and need. 

Chapter 4 – Definition of Level 1 Alternatives: This chapter describes the Level 1 alternatives. 

Maps and cross‐sections of each alternative are provided here. 

Chapter 5 – Level 1 Evaluation Criteria: This chapter presents the evaluation criteria used to 

examine and compare the alternatives defined in Chapter 4. These criteria relate directly to the 

purpose and need and goals and objectives of the project. 

Chapter 6 – Level 1 Data Results: This chapter provides the results of how each Level 1 

alternative described in Chapter 4 performs under each criterion described in Chapter 5. 

Results are organized by criteria and provide a comparison between alternatives for each 

criterion. 

Chapter 7 – Level 1 Key Findings and Conclusions: This chapter summarizes the key findings of 

each alternative as they relate to the evaluation criteria, and draws conclusions about the 

alternative’s relative performance. This chapter identifies the alternatives that are to be 

evaluated further in the Level 2 evaluation. 
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3.0 Pre-Screening of Alternatives 
This chapter summarizes the process used to develop the initial range of potential 

alternatives, the project purpose and need, the process used to pre‐screen alternatives, and 

analysis and conclusions regarding alternatives that were considered but not evaluated 

further in the Level 1 evaluation. 

3.1 Development of Alternatives 

Potential alternatives for the Federal Way Transit Extension (FWTE) came from two sources: 

previous regional and local planning studies (see Section 2.2.2) and input from the public and 

agencies during a 30‐day early scoping period held from October 18 to November 19, 2012. 

The purpose of early scoping is to start the public planning and environmental processes for 

the FWTE project. The early scoping period included two public open houses (one in Des 

Moines and one in Federal Way), an online survey, and opportunities for the public to 

provide comments on comment forms at the meeting, online, or via postal mail. The public 

open houses provided several interactive opportunities for attendees to provide input, 

including a large map of the project corridor where attendees could draw alignment 

suggestions. An online meeting for agencies and tribal governments was also conducted and 

provided opportunities to ask questions and provide comments.  

Overall feedback received during the early scoping period was positive and indicated a desire 

for improved transit service in the project area. Comments provided by agencies, local 

jurisdictions, institutions, and members of the general public indicate a strong preference 

and expectation for light rail transit as planned for in the Regional Transit Long‐Range and 

Sound Transit 2 (ST2) Plans. Stakeholders expressed concerns about parking, travel time, 

connections to Tacoma and to other transit facilities in the study area, and multimodal 

connections. Comments received on alignment, profile preference, and station locations 

were varied. 

Exhibit 3‐1 shows the study area within which alternatives were identified and considered. 

The study area is generally bounded by SR 99 to the west, I‐5 to the east, S. 200th Street to 

the north and S. 320th Street to the south. Alternatives outside this general area or with 

different origins or destinations were not considered as part of this evaluation because they 

would not meet the purpose and need for the project, as described in Section 3.2. 

Alternatives generally followed two corridors, SR 99 and I‐5, between SeaTac and Federal 

Way, a distance of approximately 7.6 miles. Between S. 200th Street and Kent‐Des Moines 
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Road, alternatives along 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. were suggested during the early 

scoping period and were also considered. 

Alternatives considered include different modes, profiles and alignments. Mode refers to the 

method of transportation, such as bus or light rail. Alignment refers to the horizontal 

location within a corridor, such as east side, west side, or in the median. Profile refers to a 

vertical location, such as above grade (elevated on columns), at‐grade, below‐grade 

(retained cut or tunnel), or mixture of one or more profile. Section 3.3 contains brief 

descriptions of alternatives not carried forward for further evaluation in Level 1. The 

alternatives evaluated in Level 1 are more fully described in Chapter 4. 

 

  
EXHIBIT 3-1 

Project Area Map 
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Exhibit  3‐2  illustrates  the  initial  range  of  alternatives  that were  identified  for  the  FWTE, 

which can generally be grouped as shown in Table 3‐1. 

 

EXHIBIT 3-2 
Initial Range of Alternatives 
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TABLE 3-1 
Alternatives Initially Identified or Suggested During Early Scoping 
Initial Alternative Types Considered 

 

Mode 

Transportation System Management (TSM) 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

 

Profile 

At-grade 

Elevated 

Mixed at-grade/elevated 

Tunnel 

 

Alignment 

 

 

SR 99 

West Side 

Median 

East Side 

 

I-5 

West Side 

Median 

East Side 

 

30th Avenue S. 

West Side 

Median 

East Side 

 

24th Avenue S. 

West Side 

Median 

East Side 

 

3.2 Purpose and Need  

The purpose of the Federal Way Transit Extension is to expand the Sound Transit Link light 
rail system from SeaTac to the cities of Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way in King County in 
order to meet the following objectives: 

• Provide a rapid, reliable, accessible, and efficient alternative for travel to and from the 
corridor and other urban growth and activity centers in the region with sufficient 
capacity to meet projected demand. 

• Expand mobility alternatives to traveling on congested roadways and improve 
connections to the regional multimodal transportation system with peak and off‐peak 
service. 

• Provide the high‐capacity transit (HCT) infrastructure to support adopted regional and 
local land use, transportation, and economic development plans. 

• Advance the long‐range vision, goals, and objectives for transit service established by 
the Sound Transit Long‐Range Plan for high‐quality regional transit service connecting 
major activity centers in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. 

• Implement a financially feasible system that seeks to preserve and promote a healthy 
environment. 
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The following  conditions within the project corridor demonstrate the need for the project: 

• North‐south transit demand is expected to grow by 30 to 40 percent by 2035 as a 

result of residential and employment growth in the FWTE corridor and regionally. 

• The FWTE corridor population is a highly transit‐dependent population with needs for 

efficient, reliable regional connectivity. 

• Congestion on I‐5 and on the key corridor arterials leading in and out of the study area 

will increase and further degrade existing transit performance and reliability. 

• There is a lack of reliable and efficient peak and off‐peak transit service connecting 

persons in the FWTE corridor with the region’s growth centers. 

• Regional and local plans call for HCT in the corridor consistent with Puget Sound 

Regional Council’s (PSRC) VISION 2040 and the Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan.  

• Implementing the project will help meet environmental and sustainability goals of the 

state and region, including reduced vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

3.3 Alternatives Not Evaluated in Level 1 
Mode refers to the type of transit service or transit investment. Previous transportation 

planning, including Sound Transit’s regional long‐range transit system planning, PSRC’s 

metropolitan transportation planning, and voter‐approved transit investment measures (i.e., 

the ST2 Plan) have prioritized the extension of light rail transit in the FWTE corridor.  Local 

jurisdictions in the corridor have updated land use and transportation comprehensive plans 

in anticipation of the extension of light rail from the City of SeaTac to points south. These 

plans and studies are documented in the FWTE report titled, Plan Review for High‐Capacity 

Transit in the Project Corridor: S. 200th Street to Federal Way City Center (Sound Transit, 

2012).  

Since initiating development and consideration of FWTE alternatives, FTA requirements for 

alternatives analyses have been in flux. Nonetheless, existing FTA guidance encourages 

consideration of a range of mode alternatives in the project development process, including 

lower‐cost transit investments. In addition to light rail, other modes initially evaluated for 

the FWTE include transportation system management (TSM) and bus rapid transit (BRT). 

These modes were considered in light of existing FTA guidance and/or because they were 

suggested by members of the public during the early scoping period. Both TSM and BRT were 

determined not to meet the project purpose and need and were not evaluated in Level 1, as 

discussed in the following subsections, 3.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2. 
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TABLE 3-2 
Alternatives Not Evaluated in Level 1 
Alternative Type Alternative Corridor 

Mode TSM I-5 or SR 99 

BRT I-5 or SR 99 

Profile  Tunnel SR 99 

Alignment East Side I-5 

Crossing at S. 272nd Street I-5/SR 99 Hybrid 

Behind Businesses SR 99 

West Side 24th Avenue S. 

 

3.3.1 Modes Evaluated in Pre-Screening, Not Evaluated in Level 1 
Modes initially considered for the FWTE include bus, Transit System Management (TSM), and 

light rail. Alternatives utilizing bus transit include transportation system management, or 

TSM, and bus rapid transit (BRT). Both TSM and BRT were determined not to meet the 

project purpose and need and were not evaluated in Level 1, as discussed in the following 

subsections, 3.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2. 

Consistency with Local Plans 

As described below, for several decades multiple regional and local land use and 

transportation plans have been anticipating high‐capacity transit (HCT) in the FWTE corridor. 

Sound Transit intends to seek FTA New Starts funding which requires compliance with FTA 

guidance on planning. The most recent transportation funding bill, Moving Ahead for 

Progress in the 21st Century (MAP‐21) eliminates the formal AA requirement from the New 

Starts Program and instead relies on the review of alternatives performed during the 

metropolitan planning and environmental processes.  

The studies described below demonstrate that the regional planning and decision‐making 

process have met the criteria and led appropriately and logically to the narrowing of mode 

alternatives in this corridor to light rail transit. 

PSRC HCT Corridor Assessment (2004) 

In 2004, PSRC conducted the HCT Corridor Assessment (PSRC, 2004), which applied regional 

travel demand forecasts to determine the relative potential of the corridor to support HCT. 

The study examined a range of HCT technologies including enhanced bus, bus rapid transit 

(BRT), light rail, monorail, sky train, and diesel multiple units. It considered the capacity, 

speed, and performance reliability of each mode. The study concluded that an HCT extension 

within the FWTE corridor would be a worthwhile investment for the region and local 

communities. “Corridor‐wide land use characteristics and projected growth indicate that this 

corridor has sufficient land use activity and densities to support HCT in the future” (PSRC, 
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2004). The report suggests that as urban development continues in the FWTE study corridor, 

enhanced bus services are unlikely to keep pace with transit demand and that transit 

reliability will become increasingly difficult to maintain. The report notes that fixed‐guideway 

exclusive rail technologies would have the greatest capability to maintain consistent transit 

service in the corridor, and to connect with other areas of the metropolitan region. 

Sound Transit Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan (2005) 

The Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan, adopted by Sound Transit in July 2005, modifies the 

region’s earlier long‐range transit plan adopted in 1996, Sound Move. The plan represents 

Sound Transit’s goals, policies, and strategies to guide the long‐term development of the HCT 

system through the year 2030 and beyond.  

Before adopting the plan, Sound Transit conducted an extensive public outreach program 

and environmental review of specific plan elements in compliance with the State of 

Washington’s State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), culminating with the publication of the 

Final Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (Final 

SEIS) in June 2005 (Sound Transit, 2005). The Long‐Range Plan provided the basis for the 

current ST2 Plan and defined the vision for developing HCT throughout the region, including 

the FWTE project (identified in the ST2 Plan as the South Corridor).  

The Final SEIS contains a series of recommendations for HCT corridors extending throughout 

the greater Seattle metropolitan region. The FWTE corridor is highlighted specifically among 

these corridors as a candidate corridor for LRT. The document expressly states that “Under 

the plan alternative, light rail would (be) include[d among] the following segments… a light 

rail extension south from SeaTac at S. 200th Street to downtown Tacoma, generally along the 

I‐5 corridor, but also encompassing parallel arterial corridors such as SR 99” (Sound Transit, 

2005).  

Sound Transit 2 (2008) 

In July 2008, the Sound Transit Board adopted Sound Transit 2: A Mass Transit Guide, the 

Regional Transit System Plan for Central Puget Sound (ST2). ST2 is a package of HCT 

investments in the regional transit system. Financing for the ST2 package was approved by 

the voters in November 2008 and includes Link light rail extensions, including: 

“Extension from SeaTac/Airport Station to Redondo/Star Lake with stations at South 

200th, Highline Community College, and Redondo/Star Lake (page A‐13, in Appendix A: 

Detailed Description of Facilities and Estimated Costs).” 
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Municipal Plans 

The plans for the cities within the FWTE corridor (SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal 

Way) each address improvements in the overall transit network, and mention extending 

Sound Transit HCT to the south. Plans that specify light rail as the mode of HCT in this 

corridor include the City of Des Moines Comprehensive Transportation Plan (2009) and the 

City of Kent Transportation Master Plan (2008). 

3.3.1.1  Transportation System Management (SR 99 and I-5) 

TSM was considered during the development of alternatives because it could be a lower‐cost 

solution in the corridor, compared to other alternatives that require construction of new 

capital infrastructure, and because expansion of regional express service was suggested 

during the early scoping period by members of the public. A TSM alternative would include 

enhancements to the existing transportation system, including transit service such as 

improvements to existing RapidRide A Line service, bus priority treatments, expanded use of 

Business Access Transit (BAT) lanes, and expanded local and/or express service. The current 

services provided by King County Metro and Sound Transit have incorporated many of these 

features, such as use of BAT lanes on SR 99 from S. 320th Street in Federal Way to S. 200th 

Street in SeaTac, signal prioritization for the RapidRide A line along SR 99, and express 

service by both Metro and Sound Transit on I‐5 beginning in Federal Way and with stops 

along the FWTE corridor.  

Inability to Provide Efficient and Reliable Service 

As described below, increased congestion and expected population and employment growth 

make it difficult for the TSM alternative to meet the growing needs for transit.  

Increased Congestion 

The TSM alternative would not meet the corridor purpose and need because of the 

projected increased congestion that will occur on both I‐5 and SR 99 that would result in 

increased travel times and reduced reliability. I‐5 and SR 99 are the only major north‐south 

travel options in the FWTE corridor, and travel times are unreliable for many hours of the 

day as consistent congestion that occurs in the peak‐periods is expected to extend the 

congestion outside of the typical commuting hours. I‐5 between Federal Way and Seattle is 

currently congested for eight hours a day. With expected growth in the future congestion on 

I‐5, by year 2035 congestion is expected to occur for as many as 11 hours out of the day 

between Federal Way and Seattle without programmed major investments along I‐5 (PSRC 

Travel Demand Model, 2012). Along SR 99, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way long‐range 

plans predict traffic congestion on SR 99 and key arterials will increase and up to 19 
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intersections would operate at Level of Service (LOS) F by the year 2035 without major 

investments in the area.  

Population and Employment Growth 

By 2035, north‐south transit demand from Seattle south to the city of Tacoma and including 

the FWTE corridor is expected to grow by 30 to 40 percent as a result of residential and 

employment growth in the South King County and Pierce County areas (Sound Transit 

Ridership Model, 2012). PSRC’s VISION 2040 (PSRC, 2009), the regional growth strategy and 

land use plan, has called upon the two north and south transportation destinations at 

opposite ends of the FWTE corridor—Seattle and Tacoma—to accommodate 32 percent of 

the projected regional population growth and 42 percent of the regional employment 

growth. Similarly, the regional growth strategy calls for Kent and Federal Way to be two of 

the 14 core cities called upon to accommodate 22 percent of the region’s population growth 

and 29 percent of its employment growth by the year 2040 (PSRC, 2009, Part II, page 8‐9). 

Accommodating this expected growth with a TSM alternative is not realistic due to the 

limited potential for improvements to the existing transportation system and transit options. 

Additionally, the TSM alternative would require transfers to connect to existing light rail 

service and the regional connections that LRT provides, increasing travel times in the 

corridor. 

Conclusion 

The TSM alternative was dropped in the pre‐screening step and not evaluated further in 

Level 1 because it would not be able to provide reliable and efficient two‐way, peak and off‐

peak service within the FWTE corridor due to the increased transit demand expected in the 

corridor accompanied by the increased congestion on both I‐5 and SR 99, which is associated 

with this growth. The existing transportation system and existing transit options already 

incorporate many TSM features, and transit options in this corridor cannot be improved 

substantially without at least a semi‐exclusive right‐of‐way to eliminate the effect of 

increased congestion. It also would not provide a HCT solution that meets the needs of the 

corridor as planned for at the regional and local level. 

3.3.1.2  Bus Rapid Transit (SR 99 and I-5) 
Consideration of BRT on SR 99 and I‐5 between S. 200th Street and Federal Way was 

suggested during the FWTE early scoping process by members of the public, and may be 

considered a lower cost alternative to light rail. BRT scenarios were considered for I‐5 and SR 

99. BRT would be an enhanced form of bus transit that includes a selection of features to 

improve travel time, such as exclusive right‐of‐way, signal prioritization and paying before 
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boarding, as well as specially designed stations and branded vehicles so that service would 

be easily identified and easy to use.  

BRT already exists in the SR 99 corridor in the form of the King County Metro RapidRide A 

Line, which travels from the Federal Way Transit Center (FWTC) to the Tukwila International 

Blvd. Station with 25 stops and a travel time of approximately 40 minutes during peak hours. 

RapidRide A Line does not include some BRT features, such as exclusive right‐of‐way, and still 

uses on‐board fare payment. For the BRT alternative on SR 99, exclusive right‐of‐way would 

need to be created for the buses to improve reliability and travel times. Grade separation at 

major intersections would be needed to improve travel times. 

BRT on I‐5 would use existing high‐occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and the direct access 

ramps at S. 317th Street that provide access to the FWTC. Direct access ramps would be 

added at S. 200th Street, Kent‐Des Moines Road and S. 272nd Street to access stations at 

these locations.  

Inability to provide efficient and reliable regional transit connections  

Providing BRT service in an exclusive or semi‐exclusive right‐of‐way on SR 99 or I‐5 would 

improve reliability and travel times compared to doing nothing or the TSM alternative. 

However, the BRT alternatives would still require a transfer to the regional light‐rail system 

and lower vehicle capacity would reduce the ability of the buses to accommodate future 

transit demand. The BRT alternatives considered in the pre‐screening step would result in a 

poor linkage to the regional transit system and would not provide an efficient connection 

between the FWTE study area and the region’s activity centers because they would force 

riders to transfer at the Angle Lake Station at S. 200th Street. This forced transfer would add 

additional wait time (up to 8 minutes inbound based on future projected light rail transit 

(LRT) headways, plus the time to travel between the bus station and the elevated light rail 

station) to a person’s travel time between the project study area and major destinations 

accessible via the existing Link system. An eight minute transfer (maximum that could occur) 

is equivalent to a maximum of 57% of the total LRT travel time (14 to 21 minutes depending 

on the alternative) projected between Federal Way and the Angle Lake Station.  

Limited Capacity  

The BRT alternatives would have less capacity than LRT even with the same planned 

headways. The person‐capacity of the BRT system was calculated based upon the bus’s 

seated capacity (with a factor for some standing passengers) and the planned headways 

during the peak period. This capacity would be 1,050 persons per hour (north and south 

directions combined). Light rail, however, can accommodate 8,000 (combined) persons per 

hour with four‐car trains (as planned for by Sound Transit in 2035), even with the same 
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planned headways. BRT, therefore, would be more limited in its ability to meet future transit 

demand, even with similar operational characteristics. 

Consistency with Local Plans 

As discussed under Section 3.3.1, regional plans specifically identify a light rail extension 

south of S. 200th Street. The BRT alternatives would therefore not be consistent with these 

adopted local plans.  

Conclusion 

The BRT alternatives were identified for the pre‐screening step but not carried forward for 

further evaluation in the Level 1 evaluation because of the greater travel time (compared to 

LRT) to regional destinations north of the Angle Lake Station (up 8 minutes additional travel 

time with transfer), lower passenger carrying capacity than LRT (over 8,000 persons per 

hour, combined), and incompatibility with existing local plans.  

3.3.2  Profiles Evaluated in Pre-screening, Not Evaluated in Level 1 
The light rail profile could be at‐grade, elevated, or below grade in a retained cut or a tunnel. 

Light rail alternatives may consist of one or more profile types along the length of the 

alignment. The only profile suggested in the initial range of alternatives that was not carried 

forward to be evaluated in Level 1 was the tunnel profile, as discussed in Section 3.3.2.1. 

3.3.2.1  Tunnel Profile 
A tunnel profile was suggested by the City of Des Moines during early scoping as a way to 

minimize visual and noise impacts of the light rail alternatives as well as impacts to low‐

income neighborhoods.  

Tunnel profiles are considered by Sound Transit only in specific situations due to the high 

cost and risk associated with tunnel construction. Generally, tunnel alignments are only 

considered to be a viable option under certain circumstances, which include: 

 To avoid slopes over 3 to 4 percent  

 Areas where right‐of‐way is inadequate for at‐grade or elevated profiles 

 Areas where surface land uses are sensitive for density (or other) reasons 

 Areas where at‐grade alternatives would severely impact traffic operations due to 
high traffic, ridership and frequency of trains 

 Locating stations in high ridership areas that cannot be served in any other way 
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Conclusion 

A tunnel alternative was evaluated in the pre‐screening step but not carried forward for 

further evaluation in the Level 1 analysis. The FWTE project team has identified a number of 

alternatives to a tunnel that that meet the project purpose and need and that could be 

implemented in the FWTE corridor with less cost, risk, and potential impacts.  

3.3.3  Light Rail Alignments Evaluated in Pre-Screening, Not Evaluated in 
Level 1 

The light rail alignments identified during the alternatives identification process included 

alternatives along four different general routes: SR 99, I‐5, 30th Avenue S., and 24th Avenue S. 

(see Exhibit 3‐1). The following light rail alignments within these corridors were considered in 

the pre‐screening but were not carried forward for further evaluation in Level 1: 

 I‐5 Elevated East Side: This alternative was suggested during early scoping by a 

member of the public. It would travel on the east side of I‐5 from the proposed SR 

509 right‐of‐way to either the station at S. 272nd Street or the FWTC. 

 I‐5/SR 99 Alignments with a crossing at S. 272nd Street: This combination of 

alternatives was suggested during early scoping by a member of the public. This light 

rail alignment would allow for a crossing between I‐5 and SR 99, or vice versa, at 

approximately S. 272nd Street. One variation on the alignment would cross diagonally 

between these corridors between S. 260th Street and S. 272nd Street, while another 

variation would follow the S. 272nd roadway between these corridors.  

 SR 99 Elevated West Side (behind businesses): This alternative was suggested during 

early scoping by a member of the public. The alignment would travel behind 

businesses on the west side of SR 99 to preserve street frontage commercial 

development. 

 24th Avenue S. West Side (all profiles): The 24th Avenue S. alternatives were suggested 

during early scoping by a member of the public as a way to avoid impacts on SR 99. 

Alignments on the west side, median, and east side of 24th Avenue S. were 

considered. A west side alignment could be either at‐grade or elevated. 

A more detailed description of each of these alignments and a discussion of why they were 

not carried forward for evaluation in the Level 1 analysis is provided in the following 

subsections.  

3.3.3.1  East Side of I-5 
This light rail alignment alternative would travel in the proposed SR 509 right‐of‐way from 

the Angle Lake Light Rail Station to I‐5, then cross to the east side of I‐5 and follow I‐5 south 
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to a station on the east side of I‐5 at Kent‐Des Moines Road. From this station, it would stay 

on the east side of I‐5 until crossing back to the west side of I‐5 to access a station at either 

the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride at S. 272nd Street or the FWTC. This alternative was suggested 

during the early scoping period by a member of the public as a way to avoid utility conflicts 

on the west side of I‐5, including the Highline Water District water towers, a Puget Sound 

Energy substation and the Midway Landfill.  

Design/Construction Considerations  

To cross I‐5 this alignment would require a clear span structure in excess of 700 feet, requiring 

cast in place balanced segmental bridge construction. This structure type is typically five to six 

times the cost of the precast segmental 130 foot span maximum preferred by Sound Transit. It 

would substantially increase the cost of this alternative compared with other alignments along 

I‐5. Construction would also require at least periodic closures of I‐5 while crossings were being 

constructed, which would be avoidable with other I‐5 alternatives. 

Accessibility 

This alternative would also affect the ability of communities, Highline Community College 

(HCC), and transit dependent populations in the SR 99 corridor to connect to the regional 

transportation system efficiently because of the greater distance to stations located on the 

east side of I‐5 near Kent–Des Moines Road and S. 272nd Street. These stations would not 

serve the corridor populations as well as alignments on the west side of I‐5 or those along SR 

99. Most routes on SR 99 are north‐south and would require a transfer to another route that 

travels east‐west on Kent Des Moines Road or would require up to a half mile walk from 

stops on SR 99, adding to their travel time and reducing the attractiveness and convenience 

of LRT service to riders. 

Consistency with Local Plans 

This alternative would not be consistent with the Midway Subarea Plan (City of Kent, 2012), 

which identifies a future light rail station between SR 99 and I‐5 south of Kent‐Des Moines 

Road. A station on the east side of I‐5 would not support the development of transit oriented 

development (TOD) in this part of the Midway Subarea. The area east of I‐5 is within the 

Midway Subarea, but is not planned for TOD, and I‐5 would be a barrier between this station 

and the area planned for TOD on the west side of I‐5. 

 

 



3.0 Pre-Screening of Alternatives  	
	

Federal Way Transit Extension 3-14 Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013   

	

Conclusion 

The I‐5 east side light rail alternative would have extra cost and engineering challenges of 

crossing all lanes of I‐5 twice, reduced accessibility for riders (especially transit dependent 

populations) compared to other alignments along I‐5 or SR 99, and would not be consistent 

with local plans. For these reasons, it was not carried forward for evaluation in Level 1. 

3.3.3.2 I-5/SR 99 Hybrid with crossing at S. 272nd Street 
This alternative was suggested at early scoping meetings and was intended to allow for a 

possible connection between alignments on SR 99 and I‐5 along S. 272nd Street. 

This alternative would have two right angle curves that would require speeds be reduced to 

ten mph or less. It would add approximately one half mile of east‐west travel that would 

increase the overall travel time.  Both of these factors would likely have a negative effect on 

ridership. Additionally, the alignment would cross a valley and require an elevated structure. 

Columns of 50 feet or taller would be needed to maintain the maximum Sound Transit LRT 

grade of four percent. Columns of this height, along with the longer length of the alternative, 

would increase the cost of this alternative relative to other alternatives without similar 

structures. Lastly, S. 272nd Street currently exceeds its traffic operational capacity. Taking 

traffic lanes for LRT is unlikely to be considered acceptable by local jurisdictions because it 

would worsen traffic. Locating the LRT on either side of the road would result in displacing 

approximately ten multi‐family buildings, and an alignment on the north side of S. 272nd 

Street could have wetland and Section 6(f) impacts.  

Conclusion 

Due to the increased travel time, potential to reduce ridership, expected higher costs, and 

potential impacts to residences, wetlands and Section 6(f) resources, this option was not 

carried forward for further evaluation in Level 1.  

3.3.3.3  SR 99 Light Rail West Side (Behind Businesses on West Side of SR 99) 
Identified by a member of the public at an early scoping meeting, this alternative alignment 

was proposed as a way to minimize right‐of‐way acquisition from existing businesses fronting 

SR 99, to maintain access for existing businesses along the west side of SR 99, and to 

minimize possible limitations on future development that could occur from placement of 

columns adjacent to SR 99. Between the Angle Lake Station and Kent‐Des Moines Road, this 

alternative would not be directly within the SR 99 right‐of‐way but would run on an elevated 

guideway in front of or behind businesses set back some distance to the west of SR 99.  
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This alignment would include multiple relatively sharp curves in order to minimize the 

number of property acquisitions, displacements, and potential impacts to properties (such as 

access, noise, and vibration), which would increase the project cost and would reduce travel 

speeds from the target of 55 mph to as low as 10 mph in some places. The slower speed and 

longer travel time would likely decrease ridership. To avoid the businesses along SR 99, there 

would be displacements of approximately five businesses behind these properties as well as 

ten or more multi‐family residential buildings and 15 or more single family residences, which 

is a greater impact than if the alignment was directly adjacent to the west side of SR 99.  

Conclusion 

This alternative was not carried forward for further evaluation in Level 1 because the cost 

would be higher than similar alternatives that travel along SR 99, travel times would be 

slower, ridership would be lower, and it would result in more business and residential 

displacements. 

3.3.3.4  Light Rail 24th Avenue S. West Side (all profiles) 
This light rail alignment would be elevated on the west side along the two‐lane 24th Avenue 

S. between approximately S. 204th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. This road currently only 

exists between S. 208th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road, and adjacent land uses are 

primarily residential with three churches, three schools, a fire station and a park. The road is 

expected to be upgraded to four lanes between S. 208th Street and S. 216th Street to 

accommodate the future Des Moines Creek Business Park proposed on the west side of the 

road on vacant land. There are no plans to change the configuration of 24th Avenue S. 

between S. 216th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road and it is expected to remain a local 

collector road serving the existing residential neighborhood.  

An alignment on the west side of the road would be the only alternative to have direct 

impacts to Steven J. Underwood Memorial Park, a resource protected under Section 4(f) of 

the Department of Transportation Act that must be avoided if there are other feasible and 

prudent alternatives. In addition, the alignment would pass directly in front of Midway 

Elementary and Pacific Middle School, also potential Section 4(f) resources. Lastly, this 

alignment would likely require reconstruction or relocation of South King Fire Station #26, 

which is within 20 feet of the western curb line of 24th Avenue S. 

Conclusion 

This alternative was not carried forward for further evaluation in Level 1 because it would 

have direct park impacts, it would impact community facilities and would require the 

displacement of a fire station.  
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3.4  Summary 
This chapter describes the alternatives identified and considered during the pre‐screening 

but not carried forward for further study in the Level 1 evaluation. The alternatives 

remaining for the Level 1 evaluation are shown on Exhibit 3‐3 in color, while those not 

evaluated further are shown in gray. Chapter 4 provides a definition of the alternatives 

evaluated in Level 1 and the Level 1 analysis is described in Chapters 5 through 7. 
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EXHIBIT 3-3 

Pre-Screening Results 
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4.0 Definition of Level 1 Alternatives 
The purpose of this chapter is to define the alternatives evaluated during Level 1. As discussed 

in Chapter 3, Pre‐Screening of Alternatives, non‐light rail alternatives were considered but are 

not evaluated in Level 1. Therefore, all alternatives discussed in this chapter are light‐rail 

alternatives. Exhibit 4‐1 shows the alternatives remaining after pre‐screening. 

 

 
 

Exhibit 4-1 

Level 1 Alternatives 
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4.1  Overview of Alternatives 

For each alternative, there are multiple profile and alignment options included in the Level 1 

alternatives evaluation. Alternative profiles (vertical location) include at‐grade, elevated, and a 

combination of both at‐grade and elevated, referred to as a “mixed” profile. Alignments 

(horizontal location) include the light rail within the roadway median, the east side of the 

roadway, or the west side of the roadway within each corridor.  

The alternatives evaluated in Level 1 include those in 4 corridors, as listed in Table 4‐1. This 

table also identifies the origin of each alternative. 

Table 4-1 

Level 1 Alternatives 

Corridor Alternative Source 

 

SR 99 

At-grade Median  

Identified in previous planning studies, 
suggested by public and agencies during 
early scoping. 

Mixed Median  

Elevated Median 

Elevated West Side 

Elevated East Side  

 

I-5 

Mixed West Side Identified in previous planning studies, 
suggested by public and agencies during 
early scoping. Mixed Median 

 

30th Avenue S. 

At-grade Median  

Suggested by the City of Des Moines 
during early scoping. 

Elevated Median 

Elevated West Side 

Elevated East Side  

 

24th Avenue S. 

 

At-grade Median  

Suggested by members of the public 
during early scoping. 

Elevated Median 

Elevated East Side 

 

For the Level 1 evaluation, the entire corridor was divided in segments to allow for easier 

comparison within areas where major differences occur. The SR 99 and I‐5 alternatives would 

be for the full corridor length, from the Angle Lake Station to the Federal Way Transit Center 

(FWTC). The 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. alternatives would only occur in the northern 

half of the corridor, and could connect with either a SR 99 or an I‐5 alternative south of the 

proposed station at S. 240th Street.  For the purposes of data collection and comparison in the 

Level 1 analysis, it was assumed 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. alternatives would connect 

to the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative. 

These segments are: 

 Segment A: S. 200th Street to S. 220th Street. Within Segment A, there are distinct 

alignments along SR 99, I‐5 and 24th Avenue S. 
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 Segment B: S. 220th Street to S. 244th Street. This segment would include a station at 

approximately S. 240th Street for all alternatives. Within Segment B, there are distinct 

alignments along SR 99, I‐5, 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. 

 Segment C: S. 244th Street to S. 280th Street. This segment would have a station at 

approximately S. 272nd Street. Within Segment C, there are distinct alignments along SR 

99 and I‐5 only. 

 Segment D: S. 280th Street to S. 320th Street. This segment would have a station in the 

approximate vicinity of the Federal Way Transit Center. Within Segment D, there are 

distinct alignments along SR 99 and I‐5 only. 

Breaking down each alternative within these segments not only allows for a better 

understanding of where differences occur between alternatives and along the corridor, but can 

also allow for combinations of alternative components in order to avoid impacts in one 

segment while taking advantage of benefits in another segment. This also keeps poor 

performance or impacts in one segment from precluding higher‐performing segments of the 

alternative from being evaluated in Level 2. 

Some criteria used in the Level 1 evaluation focuses on areas where the light rail alternatives 

would be accessed (potential station areas). These access areas are listed in Table 4‐2 for the SR 

99 and I‐5 alternatives. Access areas for the 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. alternatives 

would be the same as the alternatives they would connect to (either SR 99 or I‐5).  

Table 4-2 

Level 1 Access Areas 
Corridor Access Areas Segment 

SR 99 S. 240th St. B 

S. 272nd St. C 

S. 320th St. D 

I-5 S. 240th St. B 

S. 272nd St. C 

S. 320th St. D 

 

4.2  Description of Alternatives 

This section includes a one‐page summary for each alternative that includes a brief description 

of the alternative, a plan view of the alignment, and a typical cross‐section.  
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EXHIBIT 4-2 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 
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EXHIBIT 4-3 

SR 99 Mixed Median 
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EXHIBIT 4-4 

SR 99 Elevated Median 
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EXHIBIT 4-5 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 
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SR 99 Elevated East Side 
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EXHIBIT 4-7 

I-5 Mixed West Side 
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EXHIBIT 4-8 

I-5 Mixed West Median 
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EXHIBIT 4-9 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 
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EXHIBIT 4-10 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 
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EXHIBIT 4-11 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 
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EXHIBIT 4-12 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 
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EXHIBIT 4-13 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 
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EXHIBIT 4-14 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 
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EXHIBIT 4-15 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 
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5.0 Evaluation Criteria 
The criteria used to evaluate the Level 1 alternatives originated from objectives derived from the 

project’s Purpose and Need, described in Section 3.2. These objectives are: 

 Objective 1: Provide an effective transportation solution to meet mobility needs 

 Objective 2: Support equitable mobility 

 Objective 3: Serve supportive land use plans and economic development objectives 

 Objective 4: Preserve a healthy environment 

 Objective 5: Design an affordable and constructible project 

Table 5‐1 shows the evaluation criteria established for Level 1 and the objectives with which 

they correspond. Each criterion has one or more quantitative or qualitative measures that are 

described in this chapter. These criteria and measures are intended to provide meaningful 

measures that differentiate between alternatives in terms of project performance and potential 

impacts. 

TABLE 5-1 

Evaluation Criteria 

Purpose and Need Objective Evaluation Criteria 

Provide an Effective Transportation Solution to Meet 
Mobility Needs 

Ridership potential 

Connections to regional multimodal transportation systems 

Support Equitable Mobility Transit dependent population 

Support Land Use Plans and Economic Development Transit supportive land use and economic development policies 

Preserve a Healthy Environment 

Effect on natural environment 

Effect on built environment 

Design an Affordable and Constructible Project 

Design Considerations 

System costs 

 

Table 5‐2 presents the complete set of evaluation criteria that were used to review the Level 1 

alternatives.  
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TABLE 5-2  
Level 1 Evaluation Criteria and Measures 

Evaluation Criteria Measures 

Objective: Provide Effective Transportation Solution to Meet Mobility Need 

Ridership potential 
 2035 daily project riders 

 Travel time in study area 

Connections to regional multimodal 
transportation systems 

 Transit integration with Link system 

 Transit integration with facilities in the study area 

Objective: Support Equitable Mobility 

Transit-dependent population 

 Low-income population within ½ mile of station 

 Elderly population (age 65 or older) within ½ mile of station 

 Youth population (age 16 or younger) within ½ mile of station 

 0-car households within ½ mile of stations 

Objective: Support Land Use Plans and Economic Development 

Transit-supportive land use and 
economic development policies 

 How well an alternative provides enhanced mobility to existing or planned high-
density land use centers 

Objective: Preserve a Healthy Environment 

Effect on natural environment 
 Impacts on wetlands 

 Potential to affect stream crossings 

Effect on built environment 

 Visual aesthetic impacts of alternative 

 Potential property acquisition 

 Impacts to known parks 

 Number of community facilities affected 

 Impacts on known or eligible historic or other sensitive properties 

 Number of potentially impacted noise receptors 

 Level of Service (LOS) at intersections; evaluation of capacity/flow (existing 
conditions) 

 Traffic circulation and access; number of mid-block opportunities 

Objective: Design an Affordable and Constructible Project 

Design Considerations 

 Potential utility effects 

 High-risk hazardous materials 

 Geologic hazards 

 Park-and-Ride lot locations 

System Costs 
 Estimated capital cost ($2013) 

 Estimated annual operations and maintenance cost ($2013) not included for 
Level 1. Will be in Level 2. 
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5.1 Provide Transportation Solution to Meet Mobility Need 

This objective has two criteria: the ridership potential of an alternative and how an alternative 

improves connections to regional multimodal transportation systems. 

Ridership Potential 

This criterion is intended to illustrate the projected ridership potential based on two measures: 

forecasted daily ridership in 2035 and travel time within the corridor for each alternative.   
 
TABLE 5-3 

Ridership Potential Measures 

Concept Evaluation Measure Methodology 

2035 daily project riders Using ST forecasting model and general station area assumptions, 2035 forecasted 
daily ridership was produced. This criterion also qualitatively addresses how well each 
alternative serves forecasted ridership.  

Unit of measure: Average daily riders. 

Travel time in study area Travel time in the study area was calculated based on the alternative distance and 
speed. Speeds were selected based on the alternative profile and intersection delay and 
station dwell times were factored in, where appropriate.  

Unit of measure: One way travel time between S. 320th Street and S. 200th Street.  

 

Connections to Regional Multimodal Transportation Systems  
This criterion addresses the connectivity of each alternative to the rest of the regional transit 

system and to facilities within the study area. 
 
TABLE 5-4 

Connections to Regional Multimodal Transportation Systems Measures 

Concept Evaluation Measure  Methodology

Transit integration with Link system  How the FWTE project affects the current and planned Link system was assessed 
qualitatively as well as by the potential for delays related to traffic signals. Key 
considerations were schedule adherence, fleet management and potential extensions 
beyond the FWTE project.  

Unit of measure: Number of traffic signals traversed. 

Transit integration with facilities in 
study area 

How the FWTE alternatives would affect existing transit services (such as RapidRide) 
and facilities (such as park and ride lots), as well as the connection between bus and rail 
was assessed qualitatively.  

Unit of measure: Qualitative assessment. 
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5.2 Support Equitable Mobility 

This objective has one criterion, which is how well an alternative improves transit access to 

transit dependent populations. 

Transit Dependent Population 
This criterion assesses whether or not a corridor improves accessibility to regional destinations 

for transit‐dependent residents, such as low‐income, elderly, youth, and households without 

access to a vehicle.  

TABLE 5-5 

Transit Dependent Population Measures 

Concept Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Low-income population within 1/2 
mile of station 

2010 Census data was used to create maps of low-income populations with block level 
Census data. General station areas were assumed; will be refined to specific locations in 
Level 2. 

Unit of measure: 2010 Census population estimate of low-income population within ½ 
mile of station access areas. 

Elderly population (age 65 or older) 
within ½ mile of station 

2010 Census data was used to create maps of elderly populations with block level 
Census data. General station areas were assumed; refined to specific locations in Level 
2  

Unit of measure: 2010 Census population estimate of elderly population within ½ mile of 
station access areas. 

Youth population (age 16 or younger) 
within ½ mile of station 

2010 Census data was used to create maps of youth populations with block level 
Census data. General station areas were assumed; refined to specific locations in Level 
2.   

Unit of measure: 2010 Census population estimate of youth population within ½ mile of 
station access areas. 

0-car households within ½ mile of 
stations 

2010 Census data was used to create maps of zero-car households with block level 
Census data. General station areas were assumed; refined to specific locations in Level 
2.   

Unit of measure: 2010 Census population estimate of 0-car households within ½ mile of 
station access areas. 

 

5.3 Support Land Use Plans and Economic Development  

This objective has one criterion, which is the extent to which an alternative would be consistent 

with local transit supportive plans.  

Transit Supportive Land Use and Economic Development Policies 
The intent of this measure is to evaluate the extent to which the alternatives are consistent 

with and support local plans to create more compact, livable, and sustainable communities with 

transit in mind. Local comprehensive, transportation, and sub‐area plans for the cities of 

SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way were reviewed to identify where cities have 
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identified potential light rail or high capacity transit alignments and have designated areas for 

transit‐oriented development opportunities. 

TABLE 5-6 

Transit Supportive Land Use and Economic Development Measures 

Concept Evaluation Measure Methodology 

How well an alternative provides 
enhanced mobility to existing or 
planned high-densityhigh-density 
land use centers 

This criterion evaluated existing zoning that was either high-density residential, transit 
oriented development, or allowed mixed use. Zoning data was obtained from the cities of 
SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent and Federal Way.  

Units of measure:  

 Total acreage of high-density/mixed use zoning within ¼ mile of alignment  

 Total percent of available land that is zoned high-density/mixed use within ¼ mile 
of alignment  

 Total acreage of high-density/mixed use zoning within ½ mile of station area 

 Total percent of available land that is zoned high-density/mixed use within ½ mile 
of station area 

 

5.4  Preserve a Healthy Environment 

This objective has two criteria: (1) the extent to which an alternative affects the natural 

environment, and (2) the extent to which it affects the built environment. 

Effect on Natural Environment 

This criterion addresses the potential to minimize and mitigate impacts to the natural 

environment. The FWTE corridor is highly developed, so natural resources are generally limited 

to wetlands and stream crossings. Due to the regulatory permitting requirements associated 

with impacts to wetlands and stream crossings, any impacts to these resources would need to 

be minimized or avoided to the extent possible.  

TABLE 5-7 

Effect on Natural Environment Measures 

Concept Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Impacts on wetlands Wetlands or waters of the U.S. within 100 feet of the alternative centerline were 
identified; because there is potential these could be permanently affected. Wetland data 
was obtained from King County and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National 
Wetlands Inventory (NWI).  

Unit of measure: Acreage of wetlands within 100 feet of alternative centerline. 

Potential to affect stream crossings The number of streams that an alternative would cross was identified using available 
mapping of streams. It is likely that any alternative that reconstructs a roadway would 
affect these crossings. Data on streams was obtained from King County.  

Unit of measure: Number of stream crossings for each alternative. 
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Effect on Built Environment 

Level 1 evaluates the effects on the built environment by the alternatives’ potential to affect the 

cohesion of the neighborhood and/or community resources. Division of communities through 

building a transportation improvement through a neighborhood has the potential to sever 

residential areas and negatively affect the quality of life for residents in that neighborhood. Other 

measures include potential impacts to residential and commercial property, parks, visual 

aesthetics, community facilities, eligible historic properties, noise receptors, traffic flow, 

intersection capacity, and level of service. 

TABLE 5-8 

Effect on Built Environment Measures 

Concept Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Visual/aesthetic impacts of 
alternative 

An analysis was conducted based on the linear length of elevated guideway where 
residential properties front the guideway.  

Unit of measure: Linear length of elevated guideway where residential properties front the 
guideway for each alternative. 

Potential property acquisition Analysis of residential and commercial properties within 100 feet of the alternative's 
centerline. It is assumed that property within this distance could have property acquired 
and would potentially have residences or businesses displaced. Displacements, however, 
are not estimated at this level of screening.  

Unit of measure: Number of residential and commercial properties within 100 feet of the 
centerline. 

Impacts to known parks Direct impacts to parks, which would include acquisition of park property, were measured 
by determining the area of parkland within 50 feet of the centerline. Indirect impacts, such 
as noise and visual impacts could occur to parks within 200 feet of the centerline of each 
alternative.  

Unit of measure: Direct impacts: Acreage of park within 50 feet of an alternative's 
centerline; Indirect impacts: Acreage of park within 200 feet of an alternative's centerline. 

Number of community facilities 
affected 

An analysis of potentially affected community facilities located within 200 feet of the 
centerline of each alternative. For Level 1, community facilities included schools, libraries 
and churches. Data for these facilities was obtained by the King County Assessor 
property use information.  

Unit of measure: Direct: Number of community facilities within 100 feet of an alternative; 
Indirect: Number of community facilities within 200 feet of an alternative's centerline. 

Impacts on known or eligible 
historic or other sensitive 
properties 

A record search of property listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and 
those eligible for listing on the NRHP was completed.  

Unit of measure: Number of NRHP eligible properties within 100 feet of the alternative's 
centerline. 

Number of potentially impacted 
noise receptors 

Using Federal Transit Administration screening guidance, Category II (residential 
properties and hotels) and Category III (schools and churches) noise receivers within 350 
feet of each alternative were identified. The number of receivers within 350 feet of the 
alternative centerline was determined for buildings with an unobstructed view of the 
alternative and up to 175 feet for buildings with shielding from the study area. Potential 
noise sensitive receivers were identified using aerial base maps, with information verified 
using King County Assessor data and Google Earth.  

Unit of measure: Category II and III noise sensitive receivers potentially affected by the 
project.  
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Level of Service (LOS) at 
intersections; evaluation of 
capacity/flow (existing conditions) 

Intersections within each alignment (at-grade only) that are currently operating at LOS F 
were identified. These intersections could worsen if affected by light rail operations. Local 
jurisdiction (SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way) documents were used as the 
data source for this information.  

Unit of measure: Number of intersections within alignment currently operating at LOS E or 
F. 

Traffic circulation and access; 
number of mid-block opportunities 

Identify the number of locations where turns would be restricted. This would be at un-
signalized intersections, mid-block u-turns or median two-way left-turn lane areas that 
would be removed. It is assumed that these turn movements across the track would not 
remain unless protected (gates or signal).  

Unit of measure: Number of restricted turns at un-signalized intersections; number of 
restricted turns at mid-block u-turns; number of restricted turns at median two-way left 
turn areas. 

 

5.5 Design an Affordable and Constructible Project 

This objective measures the degree to which physical and engineering constraints and system 

costs would affect the ability to design an affordable and constructible project.  

Design Considerations 

Similar to the consideration of wetlands and water bodies, there are a number of important 

engineering considerations during Level 1 that help inform the alternatives’ future design to be 

carried into Level 2, including potential for utility relocations, encountering hazardous materials 

and geologic hazards, and park‐and‐ride lot locations that would provide access to future access 

areas. 

TABLE 5-9 

Design Consideration Measures 

Concept Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Potential utility effects Readily available major utility lines were reviewed (water, sanitary sewer, and gas and 
oil main lines) to determine the potential risk and level of impact within the vicinity of the 
alignments. Data was obtained from local jurisdictions and utility companies.  

Unit of measure: qualitative assessment of potential for utility relocations and conflicts. 

High-risk hazardous materials Data from Environmental Data Resource (EDR), a database research company, was 
reviewed for potential high-risk hazardous materials sites that could affect construction.  

Unit of measure: Location and number of high-risk hazardous materials site within a ¼ 
mile of alternative centerline. 

Geologic hazards A qualitative geologic risks assessment included reviewing steep slopes, seismic ground 
shaking, liquefiable soils, fault crossings, and erosion potential from King County 
Geologic Hazards maps, U.S. Department of Agriculture soils maps, and surface 
geology.  

Unit of measure: qualitative assessment. 

Park-and-Ride Lot Locations An assessment of existing park-and-ride lot locations and the existing number of parking 
spaces at each location.  

Unit of measure: number of existing lots and parking spaces 
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System Costs 

These evaluation measures capture the estimated capital costs to build, operate, and maintain 

the project alternatives. 

TABLE 5-10 

System Cost Measures 

Concept Evaluation Measure  Methodology 

Estimated capital cost ($2013)  Using unit cost data from recent projects including Lynnwood Link, a range of capital 
cost estimates was determined for alternatives in current year dollars.  

Unit of measure: Range of capital costs for alternatives as well as on a per mile basis 
($2013). 

Estimated annual operations and 
maintenance cost ($2013) 

Not included in Level 1 Alternatives Screening. Will be evaluated in Level 2 Alternatives 
Screening. 
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6.0 Level 1 Data Results 
The Level 1 alternatives were evaluated based on the project objectives outlined in Chapter 5. 

All criteria and associated measures that were used to evaluate alternatives were derived from 

the project objectives and have a basis in the project’s purpose and need, as discussed in 

Section 5.1. Data collected for each evaluation criteria and measure respond to a need to 

understand both the alternative as whole as well as smaller segments within an alternative. 

Alternatives were defined in Chapter 4. Some data for some evaluation criteria are presented at 

the segment level and others are presented at the alternative level, depending on the type of 

measure and appropriate evaluation logic. Table 6‐1 provides a summary of the level of data 

collection and analysis associated with each evaluation criteria and measure. 

TABLE 6-1 

Level of Data Collection by Evaluation Criteria and Measure 

Criteria Measure 

Level of Data 
Collection / Analysis 

Segment Alternative 

Ridership Potential 
2035 Daily Project Riders  

Travel Time in Study Area  
Connections to Regional 
Multimodal Transportation 
System 

Transit Integration with Link LRT System   

Transit Integration with Other Transit Facilities   

Transit Dependent 
Population 

Low-Income Population  
Elderly Population  
Youth Population  
0-Car Households  

Transit Supportive Land 
Use and Economic 
Development Policies 

Acres of TOD/high-density  zoned land within ¼ mile of alignment  

Acres of TOD/high-density zoned land within ½ mile of access areas   
% available land zoned  TOD/high-density within ¼ mile of alignment  

% available land zoned  TOD/high-density within ½ mile of access areas   
Effect on Natural 
Environment 

Effects on Wetlands  
Potential to Affect Stream Crossings  

Effect on Built Environment 

Visual / Aesthetic Effects  
Potential Property Acquisition  
Effects to Known Parks  
Number of Community Facilities Affected  

Effects to Historic or Sensitive Properties   
Number of Potentially Affected Noise Receptors   
LOS at Intersections   
Traffic Circulation   

Physical and Engineering 

Utility Relocation  

High Risk Hazardous Materials  

Geologic Hazards   
Park-and-Ride Lot Locations  

System Costs 
Estimated Capital Costs  

Estimated Annual O&M Costs  
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6.1. Ridership Potential 

6.1.1 2035 Daily Projected Riders  

Methodology 

Year 2035 daily project‐wide riders were forecasted for the project alternatives. Ridership 

estimates were only prepared for the full‐length alternatives to understand the potential 

project‐wide benefits. All of the full‐length alternatives included three light rail transit (LRT) 

stations: Kent‐Des Moines Road/S. 240th Street, S. 272nd Street corridor, and FWTC. Ridership at 

a segment (i.e., station) level will be prepared in Level 2 screening. Key considerations for the 

Level 1 ridership forecasts are station and profile assumptions. Alternatives that have a similar 

profile (e.g., elevated) and are located on the same roadway (whether side or median) are 

assumed to produce a similar ridership forecast for the Level 1 screening. Therefore, separate 

ridership numbers are not provided for each individual alternative described in Chapter 4. 

The 24th Avenue S. and 30th Avenue S. alternatives were connected to another alternative (SR 

99 Elevated Median) so a project‐wide ridership forecast for these alternatives could be 

produced. The Level 1 ridership forecasts are based on interim year 2035 land use forecast and 

a conceptual bus network that would support LRT to the FWTC.  

Key Results 

 The travel demand forecasts indicate a year 2035 project‐wide ridership range from 19,000 

to 24,000 daily riders. The highest potential daily project‐wide ridership is approximately 

24,000 for the elevated alternatives, primarily due to faster LRT speeds and shorter travel 

times. 

Discussion of Results 

By profile, the daily ridership ranges from 19,000 for an at‐grade profile to 24,000 for an 

elevated profile within the same alignment. This is as much as a 5,000 increase in daily riders 

(about 25 percent) with an elevated profile compared to an at‐grade profile. An alternative with 

a mixed profile (both at‐grade and elevated) would be likely to have a ridership forecast 

between these two estimates. 

These ridership effects due to the alignment profile also apply to the 30th Avenue S. and 24th 

Avenue S. alternatives. Both of the I‐5 alternatives would produce a similar forecast of up to 

23,000 to 24,000 daily riders. A summary of the daily ridership estimates for Level 1 alternatives 

is provided Exhibit 6‐1 and in Table 6‐2 following the discussion of travel time. The table also 

contains annualized ridership estimates. 
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EXHIBIT 6-1 

2035 Daily Projected Transit Riders by Alternative 
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6.1.2 Travel Time in Study Area  
Methodology 

Estimated travel times represent the time for a light rail vehicle to travel the full length of the 

FWTE study area between the Angle Lake Station and the Federal Way Transit Center. Travel 

times for any given segment can be affected by multiple variables including the alignment 

curvature, transitions between adjacent segments, station locations, and the effects of traffic 

signals, if applicable, in the case of at‐grade operation. Therefore, travel times were estimated 

for full‐length alternatives rather than individual alternative segment.  

Key Results 

 Travel times in the corridor range from 14 to 22 minutes. 

 All of the faster alternatives have fully exclusive guideway.  

Discussion of Results 

The estimated travel times presented in Table 6‐2 and Exhibit 6‐2 indicate that at‐grade 

alternatives that operate within the roadway right‐of‐way would result in longer travel times 

than grade‐separated alternatives (elevated or mixed profile). The alternatives that would be 

fully grade separated from the roadway (i.e., elevated or along I‐5) are the fastest alternatives 

with an estimated end‐to‐end travel time of between 14 to 15 minutes. This includes the SR 99 

Elevated, I‐5 Mixed, 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. alternatives. With a 20 to 22 minute 

travel time, the three at‐grade alternatives (24th Avenue S., SR 99, and the 30th Avenue S.) 

would be 50 percent slower than the faster alternatives. The SR 99 Mixed alternative would 

have a travel time of approximately 18 minutes. 

TABLE 6-2 

Alternative Travel Times and Ridership Projections 
Light Rail Alternative Travel Time (minutes) 2035 Daily Riders 2035 Annual Riders  

SR 99   

   At-Grade Median 20-21 19,000 – 20,000 6.1 million to 6.4 million 

   Mixed Median 18 21,000 – 22,000 6.7 million to 7.0 million 

   Elevated (Any) 14-15 23,000 – 24,000 7.4 million to 7.7 million 

I-5   

   Mixed West (Either) 14 23,000 – 24,000 7.4 million to 7.7 million 

30th Avenue S.    

   At-Grade Median 21 19,000 – 20,000 6.1 million to 6.4 million 

   Elevated (Either) 15 23,000 – 24,000 7.4 million to 7.7 million 

24th Avenue S.    

   At-Grade Median 22 19,000 – 20,000 6.1 million to 6.4 million 

   Elevated (Either) 15 23,000 – 24,000 7.4 million to 7.7 million 
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EXHIBIT 6-2 

2035 Transit Peak-Period, Peak Direction Travel Times (minutes) from Angle Lake Station to Federal Way Transit Center 
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6.2. Transit Integration 

6.2.1 Transit Integration with Link System  

Methodology 

Transit integration with the ST Link light rail system was evaluated based on the potential for 

delays that the Level 1 alternatives could experience due to the alignment interfacing with 

roadway traffic at signals. While the Level 1 alternatives are expected to have some form of 

transit priority treatment at the signalized intersections, its effectiveness in improving reliability 

could vary due to uncertainties in signal phasing, coordination, and traffic congestion. 

Therefore, the number of signalized intersections that each alternative would traverse through 

provides an indication of the likelihood for potential system‐wide effects to Link operations and 

reliability. 

Key Results 

 By avoiding at‐grade operations, elevated alternatives are expected to maintain schedule 

headways; therefore, they are not expected to affect system‐wide Link operations and 

reliability. 

 At‐grade and mixed alternatives would traverse at‐grade through traffic signals, introducing 

potential delays to scheduled headways and therefore affecting system‐wide Link 

operations and reliability. 

Discussion of Results 

All of the elevated alternatives do not interface with roadway operations and avoid existing 

traffic signals. These alternatives are expected to have the greatest ability to maintain 

scheduled service headways and would therefore have the lowest potential to affect system‐

wide Link operations compared to the other Level 1 alternatives. In contrast, all at‐grade 

alternatives could experience unpredictable delays within the corridor as each would traverse 

through multiple traffic signals. Therefore, it could be difficult to maintain vehicle progression 

through the corridor, which would affect scheduled headways and potentially affect system‐

wide Link operations and reliability, especially at the International District Station merge with 

East Link. 

Among Level 1 alternatives, the SR 99 At‐Grade Median and SR 99 Mixed Median alternatives 

have the highest number of existing traffic signals that the alignment would traverse through 

at‐grade. With any segment, the highest number of traffic signals (ten) that an alternative 

traverses through at‐grade is associated with the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative between S. 

280th Street and S. 320th Street (Segment C). Table 6‐3 summarizes by alternative the number of 

traffic signals traversed.  Table 6‐4 summarizes the number of traffic signals traversed by 

segment. 
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TABLE 6-3 

Existing Traffic Signals Traversed by Alternative 

Alternative Traffic Signals Traversed 

SR 99  

      At-Grade Median 27 

      Mixed Median 23 

      Elevated Median 0 

      Elevated East Side 0 

      Elevated West Side 0 

I-5  

      Elevated Mixed West Side 0 

      Elevated Mixed West Side/Median 0 

30th Avenue – SR 99  

      At-Grade Median  23 

      Elevated Median  0 

      Elevated East Side 0 

      Elevated West Side 0 

24th Avenue  

      At-Grade Median  23 

      Elevated Median 0 

      Elevated East Side 0 
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TABLE 6-4 

Existing Traffic Signals Traversed by Alternative/Segment 

Segment Description Alternative Traffic Signals Traversed 

A 
Angle Lake Station 
to S. 220th Street  

SR 99 At-Grade Median 3 

SR 99 Mixed Median 2 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 2 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 

B 
S. 220th Street to S. 

244th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 7 

SR 99 Mixed Median 6 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 2 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 3 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 

C 
S. 244th Street to S. 

280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 7 

SR 99 Mixed Median 6 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 

D 
S. 280th Street to S. 

320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 10 

SR 99 Mixed Median 9 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 
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6.2.2 Transit Integration with Facilities in Study Area  

Methodology 

Transit integration with facilities in the study area is a qualitative assessment of the interface 

between the FWTE Level 1 alternatives to existing transit services, such as King County’s 

RapidRide A Line and Sound Transit’s express routes, and transit facilities such as park‐and‐ride 

(P&R) lots. Potential effects to existing transit services and opportunities to connect to existing 

transit facilities by segment are documented in this section. Exhibit 6‐3 illustrates the existing 

transit services and transit passenger facilities in the study area.  

Key Results 

 Elevated alternatives and the I‐5 alternatives would not likely affect the operations of other 

transit services.  

 At‐grade and mixed alternatives on SR 99 would receive transit signal priority that could 

affect existing RapidRide A Line performance. 

 SR 99 would likely be better integrated to the transit hubs along SR 99, such as Highline 

Community College (HCC), but would not connect as well as the I‐5 alternatives would to 

the regional transit facilities, such as Star Lake P&R, along I‐5.  
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EXHIBIT 6-3 

Existing Transit Services and Transit Passenger Facilities in the Study Area  
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Discussion of Results 

One of the considerations for the Level 1 alternatives is how they interface with other transit 

services in the study area and specifically the potential to interrupt or conflict with the existing 

RapidRide A Line transit signal priority (TSP). Similar to the “Transit Integration with Link 

System” evaluation measure, the number of traffic signals traversed provides an indication of 

the potential level of conflict that may exist between Level 1 alternatives and King County 

Metro’s (KCM) TSP system. Alternatives that traverse along SR 99 in either an at‐grade or mixed 

profile would potentially affect RapidRide A Line’s TSP system. This includes the SR 99 At‐Grade 

Median and SR 99 Mixed Median alternatives, but also potentially the at‐grade alternatives 

along 24th Avenue S. and 10th Avenue S. if they transition with SR 99. This potential conflict may 

affect the overall net travel speed and schedule adherence of the RapidRide A Line. None of the 

elevated alternatives along SR 99, I‐5, 30th Avenue S., and 24th Avenue S. would be likely to 

affect the operations of other transit services.  

Integration opportunities with other transit services in the study area are summarized by 

segment as follows:  

Segment A (Angle Lake Station‐S. 220th Street) 

All alternatives along SR 99 would have minimal integration with current transit service, as 

there is no planned station in this segment.  Both of the I‐5 alternatives in this segment would 

be separated from the roadway system as they generally follow the planned SR 509 right‐of‐

way; therefore, integration with current transit services for these two alternatives would be 

minimal. 

There is only one local bus route (KCM 156) along 24th Avenue S. in this segment; therefore 

minimal affects to transit service are expected with any of the three 24th Avenue S. alternatives. 

There would also be limited integration of the 24th Avenue S. alternatives to other transit 

facilities as there is no station associated with these alternatives. There are no existing P&Rs in 

this segment that would be affected by any of the alternatives in Segment A. 

Segment B (S. 220th Street‐S. 244th Street) 

All alternatives along SR 99 provide an opportunity to construct an LRT station near HCC that 

would be directly connected to existing regional and local multi‐directional bus services. HCC is 

currently served by five KCM routes, including RapidRide A Line. 

It is not likely that the operations of other transit services would be affected by either of the I‐5 

alternatives. These alternatives are farther from existing transit service along SR 99 (and at 

HCC) than the other alternatives in this segment; however, these alternatives are closer to the 

Kent/Des Moines P&R. Currently, seven KCM routes and one Sound Transit express route serve 

the Kent/Des Moines P&R lot, but the I‐5/SR 516 interchange is a substantial barrier, making 

this potential connection difficult for transit riders. 
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Transit service is not currently provided along 30th Avenue S.; therefore, none of the 30th 

Avenue S. alternatives would affect other transit services. An LRT station is being considered 

near 30th Avenue S., south of SR 516. This would require existing transit routes to be 

restructured to serve this street. 

There are only two bus routes (KCM 156 and KCM 122) along 24th Avenue S., therefore minimal 

effects to transit service are expected. As with the SR 99 alternatives there would be an 

opportunity to construct a LRT station near HCC with any of the SR 99 and 24th Avenue S. 

alternatives. A station at or near HCC could provide direct connections to existing regional and 

local multi‐directional bus services. 

Segment C (S. 244th Street‐S. 280th Street) 

The opportunity to integrate with the majority of existing transit services in this segment is 

associated with the I‐5 alternatives. The I‐5 alternatives could connect with Star Lake P&R, 

which is currently served by seven KCM routes and one ST express route. SR 99 alternatives 

could connect with the Redondo Heights P&R; however this facility is only served by two KCM 

routes and RapidRide A Line. The relative difference in transit service at these two park‐and‐

ride lots is also one of the likely indicators of the lots’ usage. Redondo Heights P&R has a 

noticeably lower utilization rate (less than 10% full) than Star Lake P&R (close to 60% full).  

Segment D (S. 280th Street‐S. 320th Street) 

Both the SR 99 and I‐5 alternatives would terminate at or near the FWTC, providing a 

connection to a regional transit center. Although the two I‐5 alternatives have the potential to 

be located closer to the Federal Way P&R (south of S. 320th Street) than the SR 99 alternatives 

in this segment. 

Table 6‐5 summarizes the transit integration opportunities with other transit services and 

facilities within the study area.  

   



   6.0 Level 1 Data Results   

Federal Way Transit Extension 6-13 Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013  

TABLE 6-5 

Transit Integration with Other Transit Services and Facilities 

Alternative Transit Integration Summary 

SR 99 At-Grade 
Likely to affect RapidRide A Line and other transit service’s performance; alignment near 
existing transit hub (HCC) 

SR 99 Mixed Median 
Some effects to RapidRide A Line and other transit service’s performance; alignment 
near existing transit hub (HCC) 

SR 99 Elevated Median 
Elevated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; alignment near 
existing transit hub (HCC) 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 
Elevated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; alignment near 
existing transit hub (HCC) 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 
Elevated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; alignment near 
existing transit hub (HCC) 

I-5 Elevated Mixed West Side 
Grade separated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; near 
existing regional transit facility (Star Lake P&R) 

I-5 Elevated Mixed West Side/Median 
Grade separated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; near 
existing regional transit facility (Star Lake P&R), potential for I-5 flyer stops 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 
With a transition to SR 99 at-grade, there would likely be effects to RapidRide A Line and 
other transit service’s performance; alignment is near existing transit hub (HCC) 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 

Elevated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; if transition to SR 99 
the alignment is near an existing transit hub (HCC), if transition to I-5 the alignment is 
near a regional transit facility (Star Lake P&R) 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 

Elevated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; if transition to SR 99 
the alignment is near an existing transit hub (HCC), if transition to I-5 the alignment is 
near a regional transit facility (Star Lake P&R) 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 

Elevated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; if transition to SR 99 
the alignment is near an existing transit hub (HCC), if transition to I-5 the alignment is 
near a regional transit facility (Star Lake P&R) 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 
With a transition to SR 99 at-grade, there would likely be effects to RapidRide A Line and 
other transit service’s performance; alignment is near existing transit hub (HCC) 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 
Elevated profile would have minimal effects on other transit services; with a transition to 
SR 99 the alignment is near an existing transit hub (HCC). 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 
Likely to affect RapidRide and other transit service’s performance; alignment near 
existing transit hub (HCC) 

 

6.3. Transit Dependent Populations 

6.3.1 Low-Income Population within ½ Mile of Station, Elderly Population 
(age 65 or older) within ½ Mile of Station, Youth Population (age 16 or 
younger) within ½ Mile of Station, and 0-Car Households within ½ 
Mile of Station  

Methodology 

A number of measures were used to evaluate each alternative’s ability to provide equitable 

service to transit dependent populations. Data and estimates were extracted from the 2010 

Census as well as the 2011 American Community Survey (ACS) on specific measures within ½ 

mile of access areas along each alternative. Access areas are defined as places along each 

alternative where there are significant activity and/or population centers. The available census 

unit of measure includes data for areas outside of the ½ mile access area; therefore, actual 

results may be higher or lower than reported.  
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Key Results 

 Due to the close geographic proximity of the alternatives, the US Census data do not 

indicate a strong differentiation among the alternatives. However, the SR 99 alternatives do 

have approximately 900 more people (estimated total population, not just transit‐

dependent population) within the access area than the I‐5 alternatives.   

Discussion of Results 

These data are compared to the same statistics for the total of the surrounding four‐city area 

comprised of SeaTac, Kent, Des Moines, and Federal Way. The alternatives exhibit similar 

values for each measure. Due to their proximity to one another, the alternatives show only 

modest differences. However, due to the greater number of activity centers and residential 

areas directly adjacent to the alternative, SR 99 serves the greatest overall population as well as 

slightly higher numbers for low‐income populations. The 24th Avenue S. alternatives include 

areas with less density of both residential and commercial development and are therefore the 

lowest in terms of both overall and transit dependent populations served. However, these 

alternatives are still higher than the overall four‐city study area. The 30th Avenue S. alternatives, 

situated between SR 99 and I‐5, include the greatest number of transit dependents for the area 

between S. 200th Street and S. 240th Street.  

All alternatives would serve a higher percentage of low‐income and elderly people than are 

generally found in the larger four‐city area. However, the results are not as consistent when 

comparing the size of the youth population and those households without access to an 

automobile. Only near the Federal Way Transit Center access area do the alternatives include a 

higher percentage of youth and households without an access to an automobile than the 

percentage found in the larger four‐city area. Table 6‐6 and Exhibits 6‐4 through 6‐7 illustrate 

the concentrations of low‐income population, elderly population (age 65 or older), youth 

population (age 16 or younger), and 0‐car households within ½ mile of access areas.  
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TABLE 6-6 

Year 2010 Low-Income, Elderly, Youth, and 0-Car Households within ½ Mile of Access Areas 

Light Rail Alignment Alternatives 

Estimated 
Total 

Population of 
Access Area 

Estimated 
Low-Income 
Population/

%* 

Estimated 
Population 65 

Years or 
Older/%** 

Estimated 
Population 16 

Years or 
Younger** 

Estimated 
0-Car 

Households* 

Four-City Area           

SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and  
Federal Way 243,000 37,100 / 15% 24,400 / 10% 59,900 / 25% 7,000 / 8% 

SR 99           

S. 240th Street 3,900 700 / 19% 700 / 19% 200 / 5% 0 / 0% 

S. 276th Street (Redondo Heights P&R) 3,800 700 / 20% 1,300 / 35% 300 / 8% 100 / 6% 

Federal Way Transit Center 3,000 700 / 22% 500 / 15% 500 / 17% 150 / 11% 

TOTAL 10,700 2,100 / 20% 2,500 / 23% 1,000 / 9% 250 / 2% 

I-5           

S. 240th Street 3,400 600 / 18% 700 / 21% 200 / 6% 100 / 7% 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake P&R) 3,600 700 / 19% 1,300 / 36% 300 / 8% 100 / 7% 

Federal Way Transit Center 3,000 700 / 22% 500 / 15% 500 / 17% 400 / 30% 

TOTAL 10,000 2,000 / 20% 2,500 / 25% 1,000 / 10% 600 / 6% 

30th Avenue S. (with SR 99)           

S. 240th Street 3,900 700 / 19% 200 / 8%  700 / 26% 100 / 7% 

S. 276th Street (Redondo Heights P&R) 3,800 N/A N/A  N/A  N/A  

Federal Way Transit Center 3,000 N/A N/A  N/A  N/A  

TOTAL 0 700 / 19% 200 / 8%  700 / 26% 100 / 7% 

24th Avenue S. (with SR 99)           

Kent Des Moines Road (SR 516) 3,900 700 / 21% 200 / 6%  1,000 / 30% 100 / 11% 

S. 276th Street (Redondo Heights P&R) 3,800 N/A N/A  N/A  N/A  

Federal Way Transit Center 3,000 N/A N/A  N/A  N/A  

TOTAL 0 700 / 21% 200 / 6%  1,000 / 30% 100 / 11% 

* - Source: 2011 American Community Survey 
** - Source: 2010 Census 
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EXHIBIT 6-4 
Low-Income Households within ½ Mile of Access Area
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EXHIBIT 6-5 
Elderly Population (age 65 and over) within ½ Mile of Access Area
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EXHIBIT 6-6 
Youth Population (age 17 and younger) within ½ Mile of Access Area
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EXHIBIT 6-7 
0-Car Households within ½ Mile of Access Area  
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6.4. Transit Supportive Land Use and Economic Development 
 
6.4.1 How Well an Alternative Provides Enhanced Mobility to Existing High-

Density Land Use Centers  

Sound Transit’s Transit‐Oriented Development (TOD) Policy establishes a framework to 

evaluate, facilitate, and implement TOD strategies in the project planning process. TOD is a land 

development pattern that integrates transit and land use by promoting transit ridership while 

supporting community land use and development visions. Sound Transit’s primary 

responsibility is to complete and expand the high‐capacity transit system to deliver transit 

service that connects the region’s urban centers, which is a key step toward meeting local and 

regional land use goals. 

During the project development phase, Sound Transit has committed to: 

 Identify and document agency and community TOD opportunities and strategies based on 

information available at the time of plan development, including input from stakeholders. 

 Assess the extent to which development of alignments, station locations, and transit 

support facilities affect and support implementation of agency and community TOD 

strategies. 

 Ensure that evaluation criteria for project alternatives include TOD measures. 

 
Methodology 

The ability of each alternative to provide access to high‐density land use centers was evaluated 

based on the following factors: 

 Area (in acres) of zoning that supports high‐density land uses within ¼ mile of the centerline 

of each alternative  

 The percent of the total acreage within ¼ mile that is zoned for high‐density land uses 

 Area (in acres) of zoning that supports high‐density land uses within ½ mile of potential 

station access areas 

 The percent of the total acreage within ½ mile of potential station access areas that is zoned 

for high‐density land uses 

 

Exhibit 6‐8 identifies the location of areas along the study corridor with transit supportive 

density (TOD, mixed use and high‐density land use patterns).  

 
Key Results 

 Alternatives along SR 99 and 30th Avenue S. provide greater zoning potential for high‐
density development at the alignment level. Results are more similar at the station access 
area level. 
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EXHIBIT 6-8 

TOD/High-Density Zoning 
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Discussion of Results 

Alternatives along SR 99 and 30th Avenue S. provide greater zoning potential for high‐density 

development than those along I‐5 or 24th Avenue S. The SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative 

has a slightly higher area than the other SR 99 alternatives, and SR 99 Elevated West Side 

alternative has slightly lower area of high‐density zoning. Table 6‐7 summarizes the total land 

area of TOD/high‐density zoning within ¼ mile of an alternative. Table 6‐8 summarizes the total 

land area of TOD/high‐density zoning within ¼ mile of an alternative by segment.  

TABLE 6-7 
TOD/High-Density Zoning within ¼ Mile of an Alternative – Effects by Alternative 

Alternative 
Acres of TOD/High-Density Zoning 

within ¼ mile of the Alternative 
Percent of TOD/High-Density Zoning 

within ¼ mile of the Alternative 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 632 27% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 632 27% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 632 27% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 644 28% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 617 27% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 454 19% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 449 19% 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 472 21% 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 472 21% 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East 471 21% 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 660 30% 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 660 30% 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 664 31% 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 658 30% 

 

The greatest TOD potential is within Segment B, with most alternatives having over 50 percent 

land designated for high‐density zoning, except those alternatives along 24th Avenue S. 

Segments A has the next greatest area, with between 24 and 39 percent, with the highest area 

along SR 99. Segments C and D have similar levels along SR 99, at 17 percent, while areas along 

I‐5 range from 1 to 5 percent. 

In Segment A, the SR 99 alternatives have over ten percent more acres zoned as high‐density (38 

to 40 percent) as the I‐5 alternatives (27 percent). In Segment B, the 30th Avenue S. alternatives 

have the highest percentage of its area zoned for high‐density uses, with 87 to 88 percent. The I‐5 

alternatives have 74 percent of the area zoned for high‐density uses, while SR 99 alternatives 

have between 54 and 57 percent. Between the SR 99 alternatives and the 30th Avenue S. 

alternatives, the east side running alternatives have slightly more acreage than the west side 

running alternatives. In Segment C, the SR 99 alternatives have 17 percent zoned for high‐density 

uses, while the I‐5 alternative have one to two percent. In Segment D, the SR 99 alternatives 

again have 17 percent zoned for high density uses, while the I‐5 alternatives have 4 to 5 percent. 
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TABLE 6-8 

TOD/High-Density Zoning within ¼ Mile of an Alternative – Effects by Segment 

Segment Description Alternative 

Acres of TOD/High-
Density Zoning within ¼ 
mile of the Alternative 

Percent of TOD/High 
Density Zoning within ¼ 
mile of the Alternative 

A 

Angle Lake 
Station to 
S. 220th 
Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 154 39% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 154 39% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 154 39% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 156 40% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 150 38% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 110 27% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 110 27% 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 103 24% 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 103 24% 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East 103 24% 

B 
S. 220th 

Street to S. 
244th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 272 55% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 272 55% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 272 55% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 280 57% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 263 54% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 303 74% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 302 74% 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 299 87% 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 299 87% 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 304 88% 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 298 88% 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 162 24% 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 162 24% 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 162 24% 

C 
S. 244th 

Street  to S. 
280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 127  17% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 127 17% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 127 17% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 127 17% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 126 17% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 6 1% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 9 2% 

D 
S. 280th 

Street to S. 
320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 116 17% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 116 17% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 116 17% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 118 17% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 114 17% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 35 5% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 28 4% 
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Additional analysis was done to identify the total zoned TOD/high‐density area at station access 

area locations. At the alternative level, SR 99 access areas demonstrate greater potential at 

approximately 26 to 27 percent—slightly greater than the I‐5 alternatives, which have 24 

percent. Between the SR 99 alternatives, the SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative has a slightly 

higher area than the other SR 99 alternatives. Between the I‐5 alternatives, the I‐5 Mixed West 

Side alternative has slightly more area than the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median. Table 6‐9 

summarizes the total land area of TOD/high‐density zoning within station access areas, while 

Table 6‐10 summarizes the data by segment. 

TABLE 6-9 
TOD/High Density Zoning within ½ mile of Station Access Area – Effects by Alternative 

Alternative 
Acres of TOD/High-Density Zoning 

within Station Access Areas 
Percent of TOD/High-Density Zoning 

within Station Access Areas 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 534 27% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 534 27% 

SR 99 Elevated Median * 534 27% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 537 27% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 530 26% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 487 24% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 482 24% 

* Results for all 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. alternatives are assumed to be the same as the SR 99 Elevated Median 
alternative, as there are no station access areas identified along 30th Avenue S. or 24th Avenue S. 
 

No stations are located in Segment A, so there are no access areas to analyze in this segment.  

Analysis at this level indicates access areas in Segment D have the highest percentage of high‐

density zoning, with 57 percent for all alternatives. 

In Segment B, the I‐5 alternatives have 38 percent high‐density zoning in the access area, while 

the SR 99 alternatives have 31 to 33 percent. Between the SR 99 alternatives, the SR 99 

Elevated East Side alternative has a slightly higher area than the other SR 99 alternatives and 

the SR 99 Elevated West Side alternative has slightly less high‐density zoning.  

In Segment C, the SR 99 alternatives have 17 percent high‐density zoning within the access 

areas, while the I‐5 alternatives have high‐density zoning in less than 2 percent within the 

access areas.  
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TABLE 6-10 
TOD/High-Density Zoning within ½ mile of Station Access Area – Effects by Segment 

Segment Description Alternative 

Acres of TOD/High-
Density Zoning within 
Station Access Areas 

Percent of TOD/High-
Density Zoning within 
Station Access Areas 

A 
Angle Lake Station 

to  
S. 220th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 0% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 0% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 0% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0% 

B 
S. 220th Street to S. 

244th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 161 31% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 161 31% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 161 31% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 164 33% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 157 31% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 192 38% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 192 38% 

C 
S. 244th Street to S. 

280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 86 17% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 86 17% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 86 17% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 86 17% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 86 17% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 8   2% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 3 <1% 

D 
S. 280th Street to S. 

320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 287 57% 

SR 99 Mixed Median 287 57% 

SR 99 Elevated Median 287 57% 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 287 57% 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 287 57% 

I-5 Mixed West Side 287 57% 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 287 57% 
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6.5. Effect on Natural Environment 

6.5.1 Effects on Wetlands/Potential to Affect Stream Crossings  

Wetlands are important ecosystem areas that provide habitat, contribute to hydrologic 

function, and water quality function in a given area. Streams are important aquatic habitats for 

salmonids and other fish. Exhibit 6‐9 indicates the location of potential stream and wetland 

crossings in the study area. Table 6‐11 shows the total number of resources that could be 

directly affected for each alternative. Table 6‐12 shows the effects by segment.  

Methodology 

Wetlands are considered “directly affected” if they are located within 100 feet of the centerline 

of an alternative. Stream effects are determined by the number of times an alternative crosses 

a stream. As the alternatives are refined, many potential effects may be avoided or mitigated; 

therefore, in Level 1 screening this measure is only used to show relative differences among the 

alternatives.  

TABLE 6-11 

Ecosystems – Effects by Alternative 

Alternative 
Wetlands Directly Affected 

(acres) 
Number of Stream 

Crossings 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 2 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 2 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 2 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 2 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 2 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0.4 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 2.1 1 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 2 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 2 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 2 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 0 2 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 2 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 2 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 2 

 

Key Results 

 Potential for wetland effects would occur only with the I‐5 alternatives. 

 Potential for stream effects would be greater with the SR 99 alternatives. 
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EXHIBIT 6-9 
Stream Crossings and Wetlands 
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TABLE 6-12 

Ecosystems – Effects by Segment  

Segment Description Alternative 
Wetlands Directly 
Affected (acres) 

Number of Stream 
Crossings 

A 
Angle Lake 

Station to S. 220th 
Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 1 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 1 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 1 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 1 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 1 

B 
S. 220th Street to 

S. 244th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0.4 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0.4 0 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 0 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 

C 
S. 244th Street to 

S. 280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 1 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side <0.1 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0.5 0 

D 
S. 280th Street to 

S. 320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 1.6 0 
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Discussion of Results 

Only the I‐5 alternatives would potentially affect wetlands. The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median 

alternative would have the most potential to affect wetlands, with most potential effects 

occurring in Segments C and D. The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative has fewer potential effects, 

with most occurring in Segment B. No potential wetland effects were identified for the SR 99 

alternatives. 

The SR 99 alternatives would affect more streams than I‐5 alternatives. All SR 99 alternatives 

would potentially affect two stream crossings: an unnamed stream in Segment A, which 

appears to be tributary to Des Moines Creek, and the south fork of McSorley Creek in Segment 

C. The I‐5 alternatives would only cross the same unnamed creek in Segment A. No other 

affected streams were identified for the I‐5 alternatives. 

6.6. Effect on Built Environment 

6.6.1 Visual Aesthetic Effects  

The visual environment is made up of both built and natural elements and provides the cultural 

and natural features that contribute to the public’s appreciation and enjoyment of the area. 

Visual effects can occur if a project negatively affects the visual character and quality of the 

environment.  

Methodology 

In this preliminary assessment, the evaluation does not determine the existing visual quality 

other than if there are views, existing visual disturbances, and some high‐level context along 

the project corridor. As the alternatives are refined, many potential effects may be minimized 

through design and landscape features; therefore, this discussion is intended at this time to 

show relative differences among the alternatives.  

Residents are the most sensitive viewers in the study area along any of the proposed 

alternatives. The method for comparing potential visual effects was measured by determining 

the length of the alternative next to residential properties. Although the distance of sensitive 

viewers that may be affected is an important tool to determine effects, the visual context and 

alternative profile must also be considered in the analysis. 

Key Results 

 Elevated profiles would affect visual aesthetics more than at‐grade profiles, as they often 

block views and stand out more in the existing environment. 

 The I‐5 alternatives have low to moderate potential for visual effects. 

 The SR 99 alternatives have moderate potential for visual effects. 

 Segments C and D have the highest existing visual quality because of views towards Puget 

Sound and Mt. Rainier in this area. 
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Discussion of Results 

Table 6‐13 shows the estimated total length of the alternative that may be visible by residential 

properties in the study area for each alternative. Table 6‐14 shows the estimated total length in 

each segment. The results are generalized and do not take into consideration potential 

mitigation measures or the potential for future development to integrate with the proposed 

infrastructure. Exhibit 6‐10 (north of S. 260th Street) and Exhibit 6‐11 (south of S. 260th Street) 

indicate the areas along each alternative that may be visible by residential properties. 

TABLE 6-13 

Lengths of Visually Sensitive Lands – Effects by Alternative 

Alternative 
Total Length of Visual 
Sensitivity (linear ft) Predominant Profile Potential Visual Effects 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 5,950 At-grade Moderate 

SR 99 Mixed Median 5,950 Mixed Moderate 

SR 99 Elevated Median 5,950 Elevated Moderate 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 5,950 Elevated Moderate 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 5,950 Elevated Moderate 

I-5 Mixed West Side 23,900 Mixed Low to moderate 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 8,300 Mixed Low 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 9,750 At-grade Moderate 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 9,750 Elevated Moderate 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 9,750 Elevated Moderate 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 9,750 Elevated Moderate 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 9,750 At-grade Moderate 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 9,750 Elevated Moderate 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 9,750 Elevated Moderate 

 
The I‐5 alternatives have the least overall potential to affect sensitive views, as the residents 

along I‐5 are either positioned to avoid views of the freeway or already have blocked views. The 

elevated alternatives along SR 99 may be able to reduce traffic effects on the roadway but may 

have a visual effect on adjacent residents. The 24th Avenue S. and 30th Avenue S. alternatives 

are likely to have the greatest effect on viewers in Segment B. 

For the SR 99 alternatives, an elevated guideway would have more visual disruption than an at‐

grade profile. The overall potential visual effect of the elevated SR 99 alternatives is moderate, 

whereas the at‐grade is potentially low to moderate. The elevated guideways have the 

potential for moderate to high effects on views to the water in the southern segments and 

changes to the character of the urban arterial. At‐grade transit is within the character of the 

major arterial; while this design profile might have other effects on the built environment, it 

would not compromise views.  
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EXHIBIT 6-10 
Areas Potentially Visible by Residential Properties (north of S. 260th Street)  
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EXHIBIT 6-11 
Areas Potentially Visible by Residential Properties (south of S. 260th Street) 
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TABLE 6-14 

Lengths of Visually Sensitive Lands – Effects by Segment 

Segment Description Alternative 
Length of Visual 

Sensitivity (linear ft) 
Potential Visual 

Effects 

A 
Angle Lake Station 
to S. 220th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 1,300 Low to moderate 

SR 99 Mixed Median 1,300 Low to moderate 

SR 99 Elevated Median 1,300 Low to moderate 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 1,300 Low to moderate 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 1,300 Low to moderate 

I-5 Mixed West Side 5,200 Low to moderate 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 5,200 Low to moderate 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 1,800 Moderate to high 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 1,800 Moderate to high 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 1,800 Moderate to high 

B 
S. 220th Street to S. 

240th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 Low 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 Low 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 Low 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 Low 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 Low 

I-5 Mixed West Side 3,100 Low to moderate 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 3,100 Low to moderate 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 3,800 Moderate to high 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 3,800 Moderate to high 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 3,800 Moderate to high 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 3,800 Moderate to high 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 3,300 Moderate to high 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 3,300 Moderate to high 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 3,300 Moderate to high 

C 
S. 244th Street to S. 

280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 Low 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 Low 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 Low 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 Low 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 Low 

I-5 Mixed West Side 4,600 Low to Moderate 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 Low 

D 
S. 280th Street to S. 

320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 4,650 Low to Moderate 

SR 99 Mixed Median 4,650 Low to moderate 

SR 99 Elevated Median 4,650 Moderate to high 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 4,650 Moderate to high 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 4,650 Moderate to high 

I-5 Mixed West Side 11,000 Moderate 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 Low 

 
In Segment A, the I‐5 alternatives would have the longest elevated profile near residential 

viewers in this segment, but the visual effect would be low to moderate. There would be no 
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particular viewsheds affected by these alternatives along the SR 509 right‐of‐way. It is likely 

that the FWTE would be built prior to SR 509, resulting in a change of the existing condition and 

affecting the visual aesthetic of the area. Residences along the proposed SR 509 corridor may 

be affected by the I‐5 alternatives, but the effect would be minimal as the residences are 

oriented away from the potential alignment. For the SR 99 alternatives, the residential units do 

not face the highway; however, the at‐grade alternatives may remove land uses, thereby 

exposing more residential units to the SR 99 corridor than exists today. Depending on the 

property acquisition required, an elevated profile may be buffered by existing commercial units 

from the residences. The 24th Avenue S. alternatives would have the next greatest effect and 

would pass in front of homes that currently look out onto undeveloped land. 24th Avenue S., 

however, is planned for widening and improvements in the next few years and the 

undeveloped land is the location of the planned Des Moines Creek Business Park, which would 

alter the visual feel of this area. The 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median alternative could be 

designed to feel integrated with the design elements of the roadway and would have less 

potential for visual effects than the 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side alternative. 

In Segment B, the I‐5 alternatives would affect the same linear length of residential areas; 

however, the homes are oriented away from I‐5 resulting in minimal affect on the viewers’ 

experience. Views of Mt Rainier would not be affected. There are no residential uses along 

Segment B for alternatives along SR 99 and there are no immediate views that would be 

blocked from SR 99 in this segment. The 24th Avenue S. and 30th Avenue S. alternatives would 

all be visible from the same linear length of residences. The difference in the level of effect 

would result from the profile and location of the alternative. Elevated structures have the 

largest visual effect as they often block views and stand out more in the existing environment 

than at‐grade alternatives. The 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side and 30th Avenue S. Elevated 

West Side alternatives would have the greatest visual effect of the 30th Avenue S. alternatives, 

as they would be elevated and would be adjacent to sensitive residential areas (although the 

most immediate residences would likely be removed, those that remain would be affected). 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated Median alternative would have the next largest visual effect 

because it would be highly visible. It would not be immediately adjacent to homes, but would 

visually affect both sides of the roadway. The 30th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median alternative 

would have the least visual effect because it would be at‐grade and in the median of the 

roadway. Similarly, the 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median alternative would have less visual 

effect on this road because it would be at‐grade and in the median; although expanding the 

roadway would change the character of the road it would likely not diminish the visual 

environment. The 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side alternative may result in moderate to high 

effect on the visual environment because an overhead infrastructure is not consistent with the 

neighborhood environment and park activities along 24th Avenue S.  
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In Segment C, the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would be adjacent to the west side of I‐5 

while the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would be located in the I‐5 median. The area 

to the west of I‐5 includes open areas, landfill, wetlands, and about 25 percent residential uses. 

These residential uses appear to be heavily buffered by vegetation to reduce the views toward 

the freeway; therefore, the visual effects are low to moderate. The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median 

alternative would be more integrated with the freeway and slightly less noticeable from a visual 

perspective. There are very few residential uses along SR 99 in Segment C, so the effects of an 

elevated profile over the at‐grade profile would be a tradeoff with the visual improvements 

along SR 99 that would be removed by an at‐grade profile. The elevated alternatives on the 

east and west sides of SR 99 would affect the roadway less. The at‐grade would have the 

highest effect due to the low presence of sensitive viewers; however, the overall effect is low 

for all SR 99 alternatives. 

In general, Segments C and D would have the highest existing visual quality because of views 

towards Puget Sound in this area. The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative, SR 99 Elevated East 

Side alternative, and the SR 99 Elevated West Side alternative all have elevated portions of their 

alignment in Segments C and D and could affect sensitive water views. The SR 99 Elevated East 

Side alternative would have a greater visual effect, as it is elevated throughout and blocks 

sensitive views towards the water from adjacent residential areas. Elevated median 

alternatives, such as the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative, and mixed elevated and at‐grade 

median alternatives, such as I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median and SR 99 Mixed Median alternatives, 

would disrupt some views but would be in the middle of an existing transportation corridor and 

would therefore have less of a visual effect than side running elevated alternatives. These 

elevated and mixed median alternatives are projected to have moderate to high visual effects. 

The elevated alternatives on SR 99 may provide passengers intermittent views of Puget Sound. 

The SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative and SR 99 Mixed Median alternative may widen the 

roadways to open views of Puget Sound without blocking views of remaining land uses, but 

removal of vegetation in the process would result in visual changes to SR 99. Overall, these 

alternatives are rated as having low to moderate effects. 

There are some views of Mt. Rainier looking east that may be affected by an elevated profile 

along I‐5 at the southern end of the I‐5 alternatives. Of these alternatives, the SR 99 Elevated 

East Side and I‐5 Mixed West Side would have the greatest visual effect. I‐5 Mixed West Side 

would cross the greatest area of visual sensitivity in Segment D. However, this alternative 

would be only partially elevated and would be adjacent to homes on the west side of I‐5. The I‐

5 Mixed West Side alternative, depending on the elevation of the guideway, may affect views of 

Mt. Rainier and would result in a moderate effect. I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative 

would have a low visual effect, unless the alternative has to cross over I‐5 to access the Federal 

Way Transit Center, which could block views accordingly.  
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6.6.2 Potential Property Acquisition  

Properties would need to be purchased for right‐of‐way and other project‐related facilities and 

could involve the displacement and relocation of residential and commercial properties. Projects 

receiving federal funding are required to comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1070 (Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Title 49, Part 24), as 

amended. This Act provides guidance on how property owners would be compensated and 

relocated as necessary. Sound Transit adopted the Real Property Acquisition and Relocation 

Policy, Procedures, and Guidelines to guide its compliance with Chapter 8.26 Revised Code of 

Washington (RCW) and Chapter 468‐100 Washington Administration Code (WAC).  

Methodology 

The number of potential displacements would be estimated in the Level 2 Screening. Because 

the design of the alternatives is still in the preliminary stages, it is unknown exactly which 

properties would be acquired for the alternatives; however, in order to compare potential 

effects of the alternatives being considered, a threshold is used to determine potential 

acquisition effects. Properties were determined to have the potential to be acquired if they are 

located within 100 feet of the centerline of the alternative.  

Table 6‐15 shows the total number of residential and commercial properties that could 

potentially be required for acquisition for each alternative. Table 6‐16 shows the number of 

properties that could potentially be acquired in each segment. Individual properties could have 

one or multiple residential units or businesses. Not all property acquisitions may result in 

displacements.  

Key Results 

 Property acquisition would be required for all alternatives. 

 SR 99 alternatives (including 24th Avenue S. alternatives) would require more commercial 

property acquisitions. 

 I‐5 and 30th Avenue S. alternatives would require residential property acquisitions. 

 

Discussion of Results 

The SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative, SR 99 Mixed Median alternative, and SR 99 Elevated 

Median alternative would result in the greatest number of potential commercial properties 

acquired, with up to 322 commercial properties affected. The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative 

would result in the greatest number of potential residential property acquisitions from any 

alternative with up to 169 residential properties affected. The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median 

alternative would result in the lowest total amount of potential commercial property 

acquisitions with 20 potentially affected. The SR 99 Elevated West Side alternative would result 

in the lowest number of residential acquisitions with 34 residential properties potentially 

affected. 



   6.0 Level 1 Data Results   

Federal Way Transit Extension 6-37 Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013  

TABLE 6-15 

Potential Property Acquisitions – Effects by Alternative 

Alternative Potential Acquisitions (Residential) Potential Acquisitions (Commercial) 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 58 322 

SR 99 Mixed Median 58 322 

SR 99 Elevated Median 58 322 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 57 167 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 34 175 

I-5 Mixed West Side 169 33 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 86 20 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 53 47 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 55 47 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 55 47 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 55 47 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 94 41 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 94 41 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 95 40 

 

Segment A has the fewest potential property acquisitions for the SR 99 alternatives. In Segment 

B, the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative, SR 99 Mixed Median alternative, and the SR 99 

Elevated Median alternative would result in the greatest number of commercial property 

acquisitions. The 30th Avenue S. alternatives would have at least 53 residential property 

acquisitions, whereas the SR 99 alternatives would have three, except for SR 99 Elevated East 

Side, which would have five. 

The SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative would result in the greatest total number of 

commercial and residential property acquisitions in Segment C. The I‐5 Mixed West 

Side/Median alternative would have the fewest potential acquisitions in Segments C and D 

because of its location in the I‐5 median. In Segment D, the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative 

would result in the greatest number of residential property acquisitions, while the SR 99 At‐

Grade Median alternative, SR 99 Mixed Median alternative, and the SR 99 Elevated Median 

alternative would result in the greatest number of commercial property acquisitions. 
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TABLE 6-16 

Potential Property Acquisitions – Effects by Segment  

Segment Description Alternative 
Potential Acquisitions 

(Residential) 
Potential Acquisitions 

(Commercial) 

A 
Angle Lake 
Station to S. 
220th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 8 44 

SR 99 Mixed Median 8 44 

SR 99 Elevated Median 8 44 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 9 26 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 4 23 

I-5 Mixed West Side 62 9 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 62 9 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 50 13 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 50 13 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 51 12 

B 
S. 220th Street to 

S. 244th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 3 91 

SR 99 Mixed Median 3 91 

SR 99 Elevated Median 3 91 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 5 43 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 4 52 

I-5 Mixed West Side 24 11 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 24 11 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 53 47 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 55 47 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 55 47 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 55 47 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 44 28 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 44 28 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 44 28 

C 
S. 244th Street to 

S. 280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 26 105 

SR 99 Mixed Median 26 105 

SR 99 Elevated Median 26 105 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 19 55 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 14 56 

I-5 Mixed West Side 42 5 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 42 5 

D 
S. 280th Street to 

S. 320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 21 82 

SR 99 Mixed Median 21 82 

SR 99 Elevated Median 21 82 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 24 43 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 12 44 

I-5 Mixed West Side 41 8 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 41 8 
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6.6.3 Effects to Known Parks  

Direct effects to parks could include, but are not limited to, the acquisition of public parks, 

greenbelts, and other undeveloped open spaces, trails, and playfields. Indirect effects include 

noise, dust, and temporary construction period access restrictions. Table 6‐17 shows the total 

number of resources that could be directly and/or indirectly affected.  Table 6‐18 shows the 

effects by segment. 

Methodology 

Direct effects to a park could occur if the park is located within 50 feet of the alternative’s 

centerline, while indirect effects would occur if the park is within 200 feet of the alternative’s 

centerline. As the alternatives are refined, many potential effects may be avoided or mitigated; 

therefore, this measure is intended to show relative differences among the alternative 

alignment options and segments.  

Key Results 

 No potential park effects would occur with the SR 99 or 30th Avenue S. alternatives.  

 The 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median alternative has the greatest potential to affect parks. 

 The I‐5 alternatives have the greatest potential to indirectly affect parks. 

 

Discussion of Results 

The alternative with the highest potential to affect parks is the 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median 

alternative. This would be the only alternative with potential direct effects to parks, with less 

than 0.1 affected acres (Steven J. Underwood Park). All three of the 24th Avenue S. alternatives 

would have approximately 1 acre of potential indirect effects to the same park. The only other 

alternatives that would affect parks would be the I‐5 alternatives. The only park effects in 

Segments C and D would occur with the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative in Segment C, 

which would have 0.1 acre of indirect effects at Old Fire Station Park, and the I‐5 Mixed West 

Side alternative in Segment D, which would have 0.4 acre of indirect park effects at Steel Lake 

Park. 

The I‐5 and 30th Avenue S. alternatives have potential to affect a planned open space area in 

Segment B, if it becomes publicly owned and is opened to the public. The open space is not 

developed or publicly owned at this time, but there is a potential for an open space effect 

depending on the timeline of the proposed FWTE project. If so, this would trigger a Department 

of Transportation Act ‘Section 4(f) analysis’, which states a “feasible and reasonable 

alternative” would have to be considered before an alternative that affects a park can be 

considered. 
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TABLE 6-17 

Parks Effects for the I-5 Alternatives 

Alternative Parks Directly Affected (acres) Parks Indirectly Affected (acres) 

I-5 Mixed West 0 0.4 

I-5 Mixed West/Median 0 0.1 

No park effects for SR 99 alternatives and 30th Avenue S. alternatives. 

 
TABLE 6-18 

Parks Effects by Segment  

Segment Description Alternative 
Parks Directly 

Affected (acres) 
Parks Indirectly 
Affected (acres) 

A 
Angle Lake Station 
to S. 220th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median Less than 0.1 1 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median Less than 0.1 1 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 1 

B 
S. 220th Street to S. 

244th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 0 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 

C 
S. 244th Street to S. 

280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0.1 

D 
S. 280th Street to S. 

320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 0 
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Segment Description Alternative 
Parks Directly 

Affected (acres) 
Parks Indirectly 
Affected (acres) 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0.4 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 

 

6.6.4 Number of Community Facilities Affected  

For Level 1, community facilities have been defined as schools, libraries, and religious 

institutions, based on available information from the King County Assessor. These social centers 

and important meeting areas unify the community as well as provide vital services to 

communities. Table 6‐19 shows the total number of these resources that could be directly and 

indirectly affected for each alternative, while Table 6‐20 shows the effects by segment. Exhibit 

6‐12 identifies school, church, and government parcels within 100 to 200 feet of each 

alternative. 

Methodology 

Community facilities are directly affected if located within 100 feet of the centerline of the 

alternative. They are indirectly affected if located between 100 to 200 feet from the centerline. 

As the alternatives are refined, many potential effects may be avoided or mitigated; therefore, 

this measure is intended to show relative differences among the alternatives.  

Key Results 

 SR 99 median alternatives and the 24th Avenue S. alternatives have the highest potential to 

affect community facilities, followed by the SR 99 Elevated West Side alternative.  

 The 30th Avenue S. alternatives have no affected community facilities.  

 Segment A has the most affected community facilities. 

Discussion of Results 

In Segment B, the 24th Avenue S. alternatives have at least two more facilities directly affected 

than the other alternatives. Community facilities are more prevalent in the area of Segment C. 

The I‐5 alternatives have the least potential effects within this segment. In Segment D, the SR 

99 At‐Grade Median alternative, the SR 99 Mixed Median alternative, the SR 99 Elevated 

Median alternative, and the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative all have one effect each, while all 

other alternatives have zero. 
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TABLE 6-19 

Community Facilities – Effects by Alternative 

Alternative 
Number of Facilities 

Directly Affected 
Number of Facilities 
Indirectly Affected 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 4 1 

SR 99 Mixed Median 4 1 

SR 99 Elevated Median 4 1 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 1 3 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 3 2 

I-5 Mixed West Side 3 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 1 0 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 4 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 4 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 1 3 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 3 1 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 9 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 9 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 6 3 
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TABLE 6-20  

Community Facilities – Effects by Segment  

Segment Description Alternative 
Number of Facilities 

Directly Affected 
Number of Facilities 
Indirectly Affected 

A 
Angle Lake Station 
to S. 220th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 

24thAvenue S. At-Grade Median 2 0 

24thAvenue S. Elevated Median 2 0 

24thAvenue S. Elevated East Side 2 0 

B 
S. 220th Street to S. 

244th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 1 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side 1 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 1 0 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 0 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 3 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 3 0 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 3 0 

C 
S. 244th Street to S. 

280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 3 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 3 0 

SR 99 Elevated Median 3 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 1 2 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 2 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side 1 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 

D 
S. 280th Street to S. 

320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 1 0 

SR 99 Mixed Median 1 0 

SR 99 Elevated Median 1 0 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 1 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 1 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 1 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 
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EXHIBIT 6-12 

School, Church, or Government Parcel 100’ and 200’ of Alternatives 
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6.6.5 Effects on Known or Eligible Historic or Other Sensitive Properties  

A preliminary visual review of properties along each alternative and research of historic 

property databases has not resulted in the identification of any properties eligible for listing on 

the National Register of Historic Places that would be potentially affected by the Level 1 

alternatives. 

6.6.6 Number of Potentially Affected Noise Receptors  

Noise sensitive receivers were evaluated for Level 1 based on FTA criteria in the Transit Noise 

and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006), which groups noise sensitive land uses into the 

following categories: 

 Category 1: Buildings or parks where “quiet” is an essential element of their purpose. 

 Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep, including residences, 

hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be important. 

 Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including 

schools, libraries, churches and certain parks used for passive recreation. 

Methodology 

Within the FWTE study area, potential noise sensitive receivers evaluated for Level 1 include 

residences and hotels (Category 2 receivers) and schools and churches (Category 3 receivers). 

All Category 2 receivers would be assumed to have a high potential for noise effects at 

distances of up to 175 feet from the track. Category 2 receivers along elevated alternatives or in 

areas with little or no shielding from at‐grade alternatives would be considered to have a high 

potential for noise effects out to 350 feet from the alignment. Schools and churches were 

considered if within 175 feet of the alternative with no obstructions, based on King County 

Assessor property data. Additional Category 3 receivers could be identified (and effects on 

them considered during Level 2 screening) once field verification is completed. Only minimal 

physical and topographical shielding was considered and used to reduce effects.  

Key Results 

 The I‐5 alternatives have the highest number of potential noise effects. 

 30th Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. alternatives also have a high number of potential noise 

effects. 

 24th Avenue S. alternatives have the highest number of schools and churches that could be 

affected. 

Discussion of Results 

Table 6‐21 summarizes the effects for the entire I‐5 and SR 99 alternatives, while Table 6‐22 

summarizes these effects by segments and includes effects for the 24th Avenue S. and 30th 

Avenue S. alternatives. The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative has the greatest potential for noise 
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effects, while the I‐5 Mixed West/Median and SR 99 Elevated alternatives (median, east, and 

west) would all have similar effects. The SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative would have the 

least potential for effects overall. 

 
TABLE 6-21  

Potential for Noise Effects by Alternative 

Alternative 
Category 2 Noise Sensitive 

Receivers (Residences) 
Category 3 Noise Sensitive 

Receivers (Schools, Churches) 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 380 9 

SR 99 Mixed Median 600 9 

SR 99 Elevated Median 818 9 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 874 11 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 856 9 

I-5 Mixed West Side 963 4 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 808 3 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 715 9 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 1,114 9 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 1,196 11 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 1,190 9 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 446 10 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 692 11 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 861 13 

 
As shown in Table 6‐22, the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative would have the lowest potential 

for noise effects in Segment A, with 41 Category 2 receivers. The I‐5 alternatives would have 

the greatest potential effect, with over 230 Category 2 receivers. At this level of evaluation, 

only one Category 3 receiver was identified in Segment A. This Category 3 receiver is present 

along all SR 99 alternatives. 

In Segment B, the elevated 30th Avenue S. alternatives would have the greatest potential for 

effects, with over 500 Category 2 receivers; while the 30th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median 

alternative has 357. The SR 99 Median At‐Grade alternative would have the least, with 22. The 

remaining SR 99 alternatives and the 24th Avenue S. alternatives would all have between 88 and 

214 Category 2 receivers. The I‐5 alternatives have 335 Category 2 receivers. The 24th Avenue S. 

alternatives have the greatest number of Category 3 receivers, with four, while the SR 99, I‐5, 

and 30th Avenue S. alternatives have two. 

In Segment C, the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative would have the lowest number of 

Category 2 receivers, with 44, while the remaining SR 99 alternatives and the I‐5 alternatives 

have a similar number, with between 109 and 193 Category 2 receivers. The SR 99 alternatives 

have two Category 3 receivers identified, while the I‐5 alternatives have one.   



   6.0 Level 1 Data Results   

Federal Way Transit Extension 6-47 Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013  

TABLE 6-22  

Potential for Noise Effects by Segment  

Segment Description Alternative 

Category 2 Noise  
Sensitive Receivers 

(Residences) 

Category 3 Noise 
Sensitive Receivers 
(Schools, Churches) 

A 
Angle Lake Station 
to S. 220th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 41 1 

SR 99 Mixed Median 70 1 

SR 99 Elevated Median 97 1 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 106 1 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 87 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side 233 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 233 0 

B 
S. 220th Street to 
S. 244th Street 

 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 22 2 

SR 99 Mixed Median 118 2 

SR 99 Elevated Median 214 2 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 188 2 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 176 2 

I-5 Mixed West Side 335 2 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 335 2 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 357 2 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 510-537a 2 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 510-537 a 2 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 510-537 a 2 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 88 3 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 88 4 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 175 4 

C 
S. 244th Street to 
S. 280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 44 2 

SR 99 Mixed Median 100 2 

SR 99 Elevated Median 155 2 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 180 2 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 193 2 

I-5 Mixed West Side 148 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 109 1 

D 
S. 280th Street to 
S. 320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 273 4 

SR 99 Mixed Median 312 4 

SR 99 Elevated Median 352 4 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 400 6 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 400 4 

I-5 Mixed West Side 247 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 131 0 
a Range is based on connection to SR 99 or I-5 in Segment C. The lower value is for the connection to SR 99 and the higher value is 
for the connection to I-5. 
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In Segment D, the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative has the lowest number of Category 2 

receivers with 131, while the SR 99 side running elevated alternatives (east and west) has 400. 

All SR 99 alternatives except the SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative have four Category 3 

receivers identified. The SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative has the most Category 3 receivers 

(six). The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative has one Category 3 receiver, while the I‐5 Mixed West 

Side/Median alternative has no Category 3 receivers.  

 

6.6.7 LOS at Intersections; Evaluation of Capacity/Flow (existing conditions) 
and Traffic Circulation and Access Number of Mid-block Opportunities  

Potential traffic effects include (1) increased waiting time at intersections, which affects an 

intersection’s Level of Service (LOS) and (2) access restriction effect. Table 6‐23 shows the total 

number of effects from each alternative under each category. Table 6‐24 shows the effects by 

segment. 

Methodology 

To determine potential LOS effects, local agencies’ transportation plans were reviewed to 

identify intersections within each at‐grade only alternative alignment area that are currently 

operating at LOS F.  

Potential access effects could occur when an alternative restricts access at un‐signalized 

intersections/side streets or when they restrict access to existing U‐turns or left‐turn lanes that 

provide indirect access to properties across busy roadways. SR 99 has a number of these points 

because the roadway has a landscaped median that restricts left turns. As a result, the number 

of locations where turns would be restricted was identified at un‐signalized intersections, mid‐

block U‐turns, or median left‐turn lane areas. It was assumed that these turn movements across 

the track would not remain under project conditions unless they would be protected by gates 

or signals.  

Key Results 

 Only the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative would likely have LOS effects. 

 Only the SR 99 Median and 30th Avenue S. Median alternatives are expected to result in 

restricted access effects at properties and side streets. 

 

Discussion of Results 

In general, alternatives located in the median of roadways would have the greatest traffic 

effects, unless they are along I‐5. The I‐5 alternatives, the SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative, 

and the SR 99 Elevated West Side alternative are not expected to have any access restriction 

effects or LOS effects. The SR 99 At‐Grade Median and Elevated Median alternatives are the 

only alternatives to have potential LOS effects. The most substantial traffic impacts of these 
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alternatives would occur at three intersections: SR 99 and S. 216th Street, SR 99 and SR 

516/Kent Des Moines Road S., and SR 99 and S. 272nd Street. All three SR 99 alternatives in the 

median would have the same number of potential access effects at side streets (12) and to 

properties indirectly affected by restricted U‐turn and two‐way left‐turn lane movements (83).  

 
TABLE 6-23  

Traffic – Effects by Alternative 

Alternative 

Number of 
Affected LOS F 
Intersections 

Number of Unsignalized 
Intersections/Side Streets 

Affected 

Number of Properties 
Affected (U-turn or left 

turn access) 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 3 12 83 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 12 83 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 12 83 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 0 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 2 15 115 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 15 115 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 0 0 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 1 17 110 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 17 110 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

 
The greatest number of potential LOS effects would occur in Segments A, B, and C where one 

intersection in each segment could be affected by the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative. 

These are the only potential LOS effects identified.  

Within Segment A, the two 24th Avenue S. alternatives in the median would have access effects 

that could potentially affect 28 properties, which is the highest in this segment. These 

alternatives would also affect access at two side streets, which is the greatest within this 

segment. The 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side and 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 

alternatives would not result in any traffic effects in Segment B. The 24th Avenue S. Elevated 

East Side alternative would not have traffic effects in Segments A or B.  
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TABLE 6-24  

Traffic– Effects by Segment  

Segment Description Alternative 

Affected  
LOS F 

Intersections 

Un-signalized 
Intersections/ Side 

Streets Affected 

Properties Affected 
(U-turn or left-turn 

access) 

A 
S. 200th to S. 
220th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 1 1 11 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 1 11 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 1 11 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 2 28 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median  0 2 28 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side  0 0 0 

B 
S. 220th to 

S.244th 
Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 1 1 29 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 1 29 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 1 29 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 0 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 4 61 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 4 61 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 0 0 0 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 0 5 39 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 0 5 39 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

C 
S. 244th to S. 
280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 1 8 36 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 8 36 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 8 36 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 0 

D 
S. 280th to S. 
320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 0 2 7 

SR 99 Mixed Median 0 2 7 

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 2 7 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 0 0 0 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 0 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 0 0 
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Segment B would have the most potential properties affected by restricted U‐turn and two‐way 

left turn lane movements. This effect would occur with the 30th Avenue S. alternatives in the 

median and could affect 61 properties. Within Segment B, the greatest number of effects to 

side streets (5) would occur with the 24th Avenue S. median alternatives. 

Overall, the greatest effect to side street access would occur in Segment C. This effect is 

associated with the three SR 99 alternatives in the median, which could affect access at eight 

intersections or side streets. In Segment C, all three SR 99 alternatives in the median could also 

affect access at 36 properties. 

Although there would be no LOS effects in Segment D, the SR 99 median alternatives could 

affect access to two side streets and seven properties in this segment. These effects are 

relatively low when compared to effects identified in other segments. 

6.7. Design Considerations 

6.7.1 Potential Utility Relocation  

Methodology 

Existing utility location information for major power transmission lines and gas lines within 

Segment A (Angle Lake Station to S. 220th Street) were collected to identify potential relocation 

needs by Level 1 alternative. A more detailed evaluation of utility relocation requirements will 

be conducted as part of Level 2 after the engineering design process has advanced.   

Key Results 

The following two major utilities, both owned by Puget Sound Energy (PSE), have been 

identified for their potential to affect the suitability of Level 1 alternatives: 

 High‐level power transmission lines in all segments 

 A high‐pressure gas main in Segment A. 

 

Discussion of Results 

Sound Transit requires a minimum of 20 feet of clearance between its Overhead Catenary 

System (OCS) wires and any power lines. In multiple locations, existing power transmission lines 

would need to be relocated to accommodate a rail guideway. PSE has indicated that the steel 

lattice towers on either side of I‐5 near S. 224th Street would have to be replaced given their 

age and structure type related to raising these transmission lines. 

A high pressure gas main is currently located within Segment A. The alternatives on SR 99 and 

24th Avenue S. would have a potential conflict with it; however, the I‐5 alternatives would avoid 

it.  Initial potential major utility conflicts are shown for each alternative in Table 6‐25.  

  



   6.0 Level 1 Data Results   

Federal Way Transit Extension 6-52 Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013  

TABLE 6-25 
Potential Major Utility Conflicts Identified 

Alternative 
Potential Conflict Identified 

Major Power Transmission Line Gas Line in Segment A  

SR 99 At-Grade Median Yes Yes 

SR 99 Mixed Median Yes Yes 

SR 99 Elevated Median Yes Yes 

SR 99 Elevated East Side Yes Yes 

SR 99 Elevated West Side Yes Yes 

I-5 Mixed West Side Yes No 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Yes No 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  Yes No 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median  Yes No 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side Yes No 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side No No 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  Yes Yes 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side Yes Yes 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median  Yes Yes 

 

6.7.2 High Risk Hazardous Materials  

Methodology 

Information on reported contaminated sites within ¼ mile of the alternative centerline was 

collected using a database research company and evaluated to determine which ones should be 

considered high risk for purposes of the project. The ¼ mile distance was used to identify sites 

that could be directly within the project footprint or could have contaminated groundwater 

that has spread within the project footprint. 

The presence of contaminated sites in the project area can affect a project in several ways: 

 Investigation may be required to determine the potential construction cost impacts of the 

contaminated site  

 Property acquisition cost could be lowered to account for the cost of mitigation during 

construction 

 Contaminated properties that are acquired may require remediation in order to serve their 

intended purpose on the project (such as a station, maintenance facility, etc.). Engineering 

controls (such as vapor intrusion mitigation) may also be required. 

Key Results 

The 30th Avenue S. alternatives had the greatest number of high‐risk sites, with a total of 77 for 

the entire length. The I‐5 alternatives had the least, with 23 for the entire length.  

High risk sites are defined as sites that might be substantially contaminated and might create 

liability for Sound Transit either due to construction activities or by virtue of acquiring all or a 

portion of the site, such as for a maintenance facility. The ¼ mile distance was used to identify 
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sites that could be directly within the project footprint, or could have contaminated 

groundwater that has spread within the project footprint.  

Discussion of Results 

Table 6‐26 shows total high risk sites by alternative.  Table 6‐27 shows total high risk sites by 

segment.  Exhibit 6‐13 maps the location of the identified high risk hazardous material sites. 
 
TABLE 6-26 

Total High Risk Sites within Study Area by Alternative 

Alternative High Risk Sites within ¼ mile 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 75 

SR 99 Mixed Median 75 

SR 99 Elevated Median 75 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 75 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 75 

I-5 Mixed West Side 23 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 23 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  77 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median  77 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 77 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 77 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  70 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median  70 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 70 

 
Within Segment A, the SR 99 alternatives would have nine sites within ¼ mile, compared with 

three for the I‐5 alternatives. Within Segment B, the number of sites is more similar between 

corridors, with 19 sites for the I‐5 alternatives, 25 sites for the SR 99 alternatives, and 27 sites 

for the 30th Avenue S. alternatives. Within Segment C, the SR 99 alternatives would have 

substantially more sites within ¼ mile than the other corridor, with 24 sites compared to one in 

for the I‐5 alternatives. However, in Segment C, the I‐5 alternatives must address the closed 

Midway Landfill. Disturbance of the landfill cap for placement of structures presents issues 

related to engineering design as well as construction, such as movement of waste, potential 

presence of leachate, cover and liner repair, potential presence of landfill gas, and potential 

presence of contaminated groundwater. Because the landfill is a Superfund site, regulatory 

issues will need to be addressed as well. The City of Seattle has recorded an environmental lien 

(restrictive covenant) on the property. Its provisions have not been determined at this time. In 

Segment D, there are no sites within ¼ mile of the I‐5 alternatives, while there are 17 within ¼ 

mile of the SR 99 alternatives.  
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TABLE 6-27 

High Risk Sites by Segment for Each Alternative 

Segment Description Alternative High Risk Sites within ¼ mile 

A 
Angle Lake Station to 

S. 220th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 9 

SR 99 Mixed Median 9 

SR 99 Elevated Median 9 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 9 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 9 

I-5 Mixed West Side 3 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 3 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median 9 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 9 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 9 

B 
S. 220th Street to  
S. 244th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 25 

SR 99 Mixed Median 25 

SR 99 Elevated Median 25 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 25 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 25 

I-5 Mixed West Side 19 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 19 

30thAvenue S. At-Grade Median 27 

30thAvenue S. Elevated Median 27 

30thAvenue S. Elevated East Side 27 

30thAvenue S. Elevated West Side 27 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  20 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 20 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median  20 

C 
S. 244th Street to S. 

280th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 24 

SR 99 Mixed Median 24 

SR 99 Elevated Median 24 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 24 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 24 

I-5 Mixed West Side   1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median   1 

D 
S. 280th Street to S. 

320th Street 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 17 

SR 99 Mixed Median 17 

SR 99 Elevated Median 17 

SR 99 Elevated East Side 17 

SR 99 Elevated West Side 17 

I-5 Mixed West Side   0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median   0 
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EXHIBIT 6-13 

High Risk Hazardous Materials Locations  
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6.7.3 Geologic Hazards  

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) (Revised Code of Washington Chapter 

36.70A) requires all cities and counties to identify critical areas within their jurisdictions and to 

formulate development regulations for their protection. The GMA defines critical areas, 

including geologically hazardous areas, as areas that are susceptible to erosion, sliding, 

earthquake, or other geological events; therefore, they are not suited to the siting of 

commercial, residential, or industrial development consistent with public health or safety 

concerns. 

Methodology 

The FWTE passes through four cities (SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way) and King 

County, all of which have defined geologically hazardous areas in their respective codes. These 

definitions and maps were reviewed to evaluate geologic hazards. Mapped geologic hazards are 

shown on Exhibit 6‐14. Erosion hazard areas are not shown, although most of the project area 

would be subject to erosion during construction without the use of best management practices 

(BMPs). 

Key Results 

 Portions of the alternatives cross or extend onto areas mapped as erosion and steep slope 

hazards. These hazard areas are not likely to affect alternative selection because they 

appear to be relatively minor and can be addressed by typical BMPs and construction 

practices. 

 Seismic and settlement hazard areas are present in limited areas in Segment C and could be 

a factor in determining the final location of the station near S. 272nd Street. 

 Issues related to crossing the Midway Landfill could markedly affect cost of alternatives 

along I‐5 in Segment C. 

 

Discussion of Results 

Segment A (Angle Lake Station to S. 220th Street) 

Geologic hazards in this segment include erosion and steep slope hazards, both of which can be 

addressed by typical BMPs and construction practices. 

Segment B (S. 220th Street to S. 244th Street) 

Mapped geologic hazards in this segment include erosion and steep slope hazards, both of 

which can be addressed by typical BMPs and construction practices. 

Segment C (S. 244th Street to S. 280th Street) 

Mapped geologic hazards in this segment include erosion and steep slope hazards, both of 

which can be addressed by typical BMPs and construction practices. 



   6.0 Level 1 Data Results   

Federal Way Transit Extension 6-57 Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013  

The Midway Landfill is a 60‐acre former gravel quarry that was used as an unlined landfill from 

1966 to 1983, ultimately taking approximately 3,000,000 cubic yards of waste, including 

demolition debris and municipal waste. The landfill was originally capped in 1983. Beginning in 

1985, combustible gas was detected in nearby houses. The site has since been cleaned up by 

the City of Seattle with oversight from Washington Department of Ecology. The current landfill 

is capped and there are numerous wells in place to capture gases from below the cap.  

Alternatives along the west side of I‐5 will cross the Midway Landfill and the mitigation and 

construction costs associated with this crossing would affect the alternative selection for 

Segment C. These costs include increased effort for design and permitting as well as increased 

construction costs due to the unknown quantity but likely contaminated character of the 

undocumented landfill debris. 

There is a large area of wetland soils (identified as a seismic and settlement hazard area) 

bounded by S. 260th Street to the north, SR 99 to the west, S. 272nd Street to the south, and I‐5 

to the east. The selection of the location for the station at S. 272nd Street could be influenced by 

the presence of seismic and settlement hazards. Decisions on preferred foundation types would 

be affected by the presence of these hazards, as would the performance of surface parking 

facilities. 

Segment D (S. 280th Street to S. 320th Street) 

Mapped geologic hazards in this segment include erosion and steep slope hazards, both of 

which can be addressed by typical BMPs and construction practices. 
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EXHIBIT 6-14 

Geologic Hazards 
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6.7.4 Park-and-Ride Lot Locations  

Park‐and‐Ride (P&R) facilities expand the effective service area of individual transit routes and 

the transit system as a whole. These facilities would be critical for attracting passengers who 

either prefer to access the FWTE by automobile or who have no other efficient/viable means of 

access.  

Methodology  

Eight P&R locations have been initially identified in the study area, as listed in Table 6‐28. Based 

on the proximity of these facilities to each alternative, the number of parking stalls and 

observed utilization rates were summed to identify the total parking availability for each 

alternative. For purposes of calculating total parking availability, the minimum number of 

parking spaces (700) is assumed for the Angle Lake Station P&R. The location of the eight P&R 

facilities, along with three additional existing P&R facilities near the study area, are shown in 

Exhibit 6‐15.   

TABLE 6-28 

Park-and-Ride Options 
P&R Lot Parking Capacity (spaces) Utilization Utilization Rate 

Angle Lake Station * 700-1,100 N/A N/A 

Kent/Des Moines P&R Lot 370 345 93% 

Redondo Heights P&R Lot 697 56   8% 

Star Lake P&R Lot 540 292 54% 

All Saints Lutheran Church** 75 63 84% 

St. Columba’s Episcopal Church ** 15 1   7% 

Federal Way P&R Lot (south of S. 320th St.) 877 349 40% 

Federal Way Transit Center 1,190 1,177 99% 

Note: Parking Utilization from KCM Park-and-Ride Lot Utilization – 4th Qtr 2011 
* 1,100 parking spaces when station is an interim terminus; 700 spaces when the LRT line is extended to the south. 
** leased lots 

 

Key Results 

 I‐5 alternatives are closer to more parking spaces than the SR 99 alternatives; however, 

based on current utilization there are more potential parking available spaces in close 

proximity to SR 99.  

Discussion of Results 

Three P&R facilities are assumed to be relevant to all alternatives (Angle Lake Station, Federal 

Way P&R Lot, and Federal Way Transit Center). These three stations account for a majority of 

the parking available (2,767 total spaces and 1,241 net parking spaces available based on 

current utilization). The I‐5 alternatives are near or adjacent to four additional P&R facilities 

(Kent/Des Moines P&R Lot, Star Lake P&R Lot, All Saints Lutheran Church, and St. Columbia’s 

Episcopal Church). SR 99 is adjacent to one additional P&R lot (Redondo Heights P&R Lot).  
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Based on existing capacity and availability, the SR 99 alternatives have 303 fewer total parking 

spaces than the I‐5 alternatives; however, the SR 99 alternatives have 342 more available 

parking spaces than the I‐5 alternatives. This is primarily because the Redondo Heights P&R Lot 

has limited commuter‐oriented transit service to downtown Seattle and is currently only eight 

percent utilized. Based on the location of the eight P&Rs considered, the 30th Avenue S. and 

24th Avenue S. alternatives would have the same capacity as the SR 99 alternatives if coupled 

with SR 99. Table 6‐29 provides the total P&R parking capacity and net available parking by 

alternative.  

TABLE 6-29 

Park-and-Ride Capacity   

Alternative 
P&R Total Parking 

Capacity 

Net Parking Capacity 
Available Based on 
Current Utilization 

SR 99 At-Grade Median 3,864 1,882 

SR 99 Mixed Median 3,864 1,882 

SR 99 Elevated Median 3,864 1,882 

SR 99 Elevated East 3,864 1,882 

SR 99 Elevated West 3,864 1,882 

I-5 Elevated Mixed West 4,167 1,540 

I-5 Elevated Mixed/Median 4,167 1,540 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  3,864 1,882 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median  3,864 1,882 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East  3,864 1,882 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West  3,864 1,882 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  3,864 1,882 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median  3,864 1,882 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East  3,864 1,882 
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EXHIBIT 6-15 

Existing Park-and- Ride Locations 
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6.8. System Costs 

6.8.1 Estimated Capital Cost (2013$)  

Methodology 

Preliminary capital cost estimates have been prepared for all Level 1 alternatives. For each 

alternative, a low and high end cost value was estimated to accommodate unforeseen variables 

not identified during Level 1 conceptual design. The Lynnwood Link Extension Project’s Unit 

Cost Library was used to inform base unit costs for all estimates. Additional unit cost 

information was sourced from the ST2 Unit Cost Library and other relevant regional projects, 

including SR 509. 

A summary of the capital cost estimates by alternative are presented in Table 6‐30. 

TABLE 6-30 

Estimated Capital Costs (2013 $billion)  

Alternative 
Low End of Range  

Capital Cost Estimate 
High End of Range  

Capital Cost Estimate 

SR 99 At-Grade Median $1.1 $1.3 

SR 99 Mixed Median $1.2 $1.3 

SR 99 Elevated Median $1.5 $1.7 

SR 99 Elevated East $1.6 $1.9 

SR 99 Elevated West $1.6 $1.8 

I-5 Elevated Mixed West $1.3 $1.5 

I-5 Elevated Mixed/Median $1.5 $1.7 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  $1.4 $1.6 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median  $1.5 $1.7 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East  $1.5 $1.7 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West  $1.5 $1.7 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median  $1.5 $1.7 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East  $1.5 $1.7 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median  $1.4 $1.7 

 

Detailed estimates were produced according to FTA Standard Cost Categories (SCC), which are: 

10.  Guideway and Track Elements
20.  Stations, Stops, Terminals, Intermodals
30.  Yards, Shop, Administration/Support Facilities (Note:  this cost category is not 

included in the Level 1 capital cost estimates but will be developed by Sound 
Transit and provided in later phases)

40.  Sitework and Special Conditions
50.  Systems 
60.  Right‐of‐Way, Land, Existing Improvements
70.  Vehicles 
80.  Soft Costs 
90.  Unallocated Contingency
100.  Finance Charges (Note: This cost category is not included in the Level 1 capital cost 

estimates but is incorporated in the Sound Transit Financial Model) 
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Costs for categories 10, 20, 40, and 50 were derived from the alternatives, while costs for 

categories 60, 70, and 80 were derived from ST guidance. Allocated contingencies applied to 

the different cost code categories vary from 15 percent to 33 percent depending on the 

category.  

Several key design considerations have been identified at the conceptual design level that help 

inform this Level 1 capital cost estimate: 

 At‐grade alternatives are more likely to feature constraints to train speed and reliability in 

the form of curves, crossings, and potential trackway intrusions. Elevated guideway 

alternatives feature a higher degree of exclusivity, which leads to faster and more reliable 

train operations. 

 All of the Level 1 alternatives have the design challenge of crossing the SR 509 alignment, 

which is likely to require multiple long spans.  

 Matching the existing roadway profile could be disadvantageous if grades are in excess of 

LRT vehicle capabilities or if vertical curves do not meet design criteria; these issues could 

result in reduced operating speeds. 

In addition to the Level 1 evaluation general design considerations, several key alternative‐

specific design considerations have also been identified that help drive the Level 1 cost 

estimates.  

The SR 99 Mixed Median alternative features potential track geometry constraints in the 

vicinity of Redondo Heights P&R. These constraints could require construction of an elevated 

station, which would cost more than an at‐grade station. 

The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would run along the eastern edge of Midway Landfill for 

approximately one‐third of a mile. Extensive investigation into waste mitigation and 

construction solutions would be required to prevent potential groundwater pollution and 

guideway settlement, among other issues. The I‐5 Mixed West Side and I‐5 Mixed West 

Side/Median alternatives both have the challenge of constrained space between a WSDOT 

retaining wall and Highline Water District water tank support infrastructure near S. 216th Street.  

The median of I‐5 presents a potential conflict with WSDOT’s proposed express toll lane 

component of the SR 509 extension, where a new lane would be constructed in each direction 

inside of the existing HOV lane. These lanes would reduce the median width to as little as four 

feet and inserting an elevated guideway column between them would reduce the planned 10‐

foot shoulder width to six feet. Narrowed shoulders would require a design exception (or 

“deviation”), which WSDOT may be unwilling to approve for a long stretch of an important 

highway facility because this design exception would result in only one shoulder on a six‐ or 

seven‐lane facility available for breakdowns or emergency vehicle bypasses. In addition to these 

issues, extensive coordination would be required during design to ensure that construction of 
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the guideway would not inhibit future construction of the express toll lanes nor their related 

support infrastructure (e.g., signs, gantries, communication, and power lines). 

Given the preliminary nature of quantity estimates at this level of screening, cost estimates are 

rounded to the nearest $100 million (or $0.1 billion) in this Level 1 report.  Unit costs have been 

escalated to represent Year 2013 dollars.  Additional details on the cost estimating 

methodology, assumptions, and results can be found in the project technical memorandum 

“Level 1 Alternatives Capital and Operations Cost Estimating Methodology and Results” (March 

2013).  

Key Result 

 With additional investment in structures, alternatives with elevated profiles generally have 

the highest estimated capital costs, while at‐grade alternatives have the lowest estimated 

capital costs.  

Discussion of Results 

SR 99 has the lowest estimated capital cost of any alternative evaluated. With an estimated 

high end capital cost of $1.35 billion, the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative is about $200 

million less than the lowest capital cost (high end of range) estimated for the I‐5 Elevated Mixed 

West Side alternative. Considering the high end of the capital cost estimate range, the 

alternative with the highest estimated capital cost is the SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative. 

The difference between the lowest estimated capital cost alternative and the highest is about 

$600 million, using high end estimates. 

The 24th Avenue S. alternatives range in cost from as low as $1.4 billion (low end of range) to 

$1.7 billion (high end of range). Both of these are coupled with SR 99, but the primary 

differential in estimated capital cost is profile. In comparing just the high end of the range, the 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side alternative is $100 million more than the 24th Avenue S. At‐

Grade Median alternative.   

The 30th Avenue S. alternatives differ from the SR 99 alternatives in that the estimated capital 

costs for some of the at‐grade alternatives are closer to those of the elevated alternatives, 

reflecting the potentially greater need for property acquisition along 30th Avenue S. The highest 

cost (high end of range) at‐grade alternative on 30th Avenue S. is $1.7 billion.  
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6.8.2 Estimated Operating Costs 

Estimated net operations and maintenance costs (O&M) reflect the potential annual funding 

requirements necessary to sustain appropriate service levels. Net operating costs capture the 

labor, energy consumption (fuel), operations and maintenance related administration, planned 

maintenance, and other variables associated with operating the FWTE. O&M costs will be 

calculated using Sound Transit’s O&M Cost model during the Level 2 evaluation process. 
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7.0	 Findings and Conclusions	
This section summarizes the key data and analysis that were presented in the earlier chapters 

of this report, and presents the relevant findings and conclusions related to each of the Level 1 

alternatives. Each of the following sections provides a summary table of the relative strengths 

and weaknesses of each alternative. These strengths and weaknesses have been developed 

based on the evaluation criteria and measures described in Chapter 5, and the data and analysis 

results presented in Chapter 6. Following the summary table for each alternative, there is a 

brief narrative that provides the summary conclusions about each alternative, and the 

concluding assessment of whether the alternative should be carried forward for further study in 

the Level 2 evaluation.  

 

7.1 SR 99 At-Grade Median Alternative 

TABLE 7-1 

SR 99 At-Grade Median Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 More high density/TOD zoning than I-5 alternatives 
 No wetland effects 
 Would not affect any parks 
 Fewer sensitive noise receptors  
 Lower geologic risks than other alternatives (true of all SR 

99 alternatives) 
 Lowest cost of any alternative considered in Level 1 
 

 Lower estimated daily ridership (19,000 – 20,000) 
 Longest travel time among all SR 99 alternatives (21 

minutes), due to slower than desired travel speeds 
 Likely to affect system-wide Link operations and reliability 
 Likely to affect RapidRide A Line 
 Very high potential to displace businesses 
 Highest number of affected failing (LOS F) intersections of 

any alternative considered in Level 1 
 High utility conflicts based on preliminary analysis 
 Higher potential for hazardous materials effects due to 

large footprint 

 

The SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative is one of the lowest cost alternatives. It would have the 

lowest ridership and longest travel time of all SR 99 alternatives. It would require extensive 

reconstruction of the recently reconstructed SR 99 roadway, as well as extensive utility 

relocation, resulting in the greatest disruption to adjacent properties and the surrounding 

communities and presenting substantial engineering challenges associated with widening. 

Traffic and other transit operations would be adversely affected, and the potential delays 

associated with at‐grade operation would adversely affect system‐wide operations. 

Key findings: 

1) The operating speeds would not meet the agency’s target of 55 mph because the LRT 

speed would be limited to 35 mph by the safety‐driven rules that govern operating in a 

semi‐exclusive environment (in the same fashion as the Sound Transit Link light rail 

segment along Martin Luther King Way in Seattle). This would contribute to longer 
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travel times and lower ridership than the grade separated options on SR 99. The at‐

grade operating configuration would affect reliability due to the LRT having to cross 

street traffic, which would adversely affect the reliability of the larger ST Link light rail 

system.  

2) The SR 99 Median At‐Grade alternative would require a very high number of changes to 

the SR 99 roadway environment and disrupt both business access and through traffic. 

For example, left turns would be limited to a few key signalized intersections, effectively 

reducing access to many businesses along the route. Construction of this alternative 

would require reconstruction of the entire roadway, and could result in a higher number 

of displacements than all other SR 99 alternatives. 

3) There would be a high potential for encountering hazardous materials sites with all SR 

99 alternatives, and this potential would be highest for the at‐grade option because it 

would have the most property acquisition and largest project footprint. Several current 

and former gas station sites and other auto‐related businesses are located along the 

portion of SR 99 that would be affected by widening. 

4) Sloping terrain and existing retaining walls at the southern part of the corridor 

(generally between S. 272nd Street and Dash Point Road) would present substantial 

design challenges for this alternative. 

Conclusion:  Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 
completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative is not 

proposed for further evaluation.  

 

7.2  SR 99 Mixed Median Alternative  

TABLE 7-2 

SR 99 Mixed Median Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 More high-density/TOD zoning than I-5 alternatives 
 No wetland effects 
 Would not affect any parks 
 No LOS F intersections affected 
 Lower geologic risks than other alternatives (true of all SR 

99 alternatives) 
 Second-lowest cost of the 14 alternatives considered 

 Lower ridership levels than the SR 99 elevated alternatives 
(21,000 – 22,000) 

 Longer travel times than SR 99 fully elevated alternatives 
(18 minutes) 

 Moderate to substantial effects on left turns at un-
signalized intersections and midblock U-turns  

 High potential for business displacements 
 High utility conflicts based on preliminary analysis 
 Higher potential for hazardous materials effects due to 

large footprint of at-grade portions of the proposed 
alignment 

 

The SR 99 Mixed Median alternative would have lower ridership and longer travel time than the 

elevated SR 99 alternatives.  Like the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative, it would require 

extensive reconstruction of the recently‐reconstructed SR 99 roadway, as well as extensive 
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utility relocation, resulting in disruption to adjacent properties and the surrounding 

communities. This alternative would avoid some traffic, transit, and system‐wide effects 

associated with the SR 99 At‐Grade Median alternative because it would cross major 

intersections on an elevated structure.  

Key findings: 

1) The operating speeds would not meet the agency’s target of 55 mph because the LRT 

speed would be limited to 35 mph by the safety‐driven rules that govern operating in a 

semi‐exclusive environment (in the same fashion as the Sound Transit Link light rail 

segment along Martin Luther King Way in Seattle). This would contribute to longer 

travel times and lower ridership than the grade separated options on SR 99. 

2) This alternative would require a very high number of changes to the SR 99 roadway 

environment and disrupt both business access and through traffic. For example, left 

turns would be limited to a few key signalized intersections, effectively reducing access 

to many businesses along the route. Construction of this alternative would require 

reconstruction of the entire roadway, and could result in a higher number of 

displacements than most other SR 99 alternatives. 

3) Operating at‐grade in some sections would affect reliability due to traffic interaction. 

Potential delays at intersections would cause transit unreliability within the corridor and 

would adversely affect the reliability of the larger ST Link light rail system. 

4) Construction of this alternative would require reconstruction of the entire roadway in 

the at‐grade segments, and would result in a greater amount of property acquisition 

than most other SR 99 alternatives.  

5) There is a high risk of encountering hazardous materials sites with all SR 99 alternatives, 

and the risk would be highest for the at‐grade portion of this option because this is 

where the project would have the most property acquisition and widest project 

footprint. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 Mixed Median alternative is not 

proposed for further evaluation.  
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7.3 SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative 

TABLE 7-3 

SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 All elevated SR 99 alternatives have the highest projected 

daily ridership levels among the Level 1 alternatives 
(23,000 – 24,000) 

 Elevated SR 99 alternatives would have the lowest travel 
time among SR 99 alternatives (15 minutes) 

 No effects on system-wide Link operations and reliability 
due to fully elevated operation 

 Minimal effects to RapidRide A Line 
 More high-density and transit-oriented development zoning 

than I-5 alternatives 
 No wetland effects 
 Would not affect any parks 
 No LOS F intersections affected 
 Lowest potential conflict with utilities of any of the SR 99 

alternatives 
 Lower geologic risks than other alternatives (true of all SR 

99 alternatives) 
 

 All SR 99 alternatives have high potential for hazardous 
materials conflicts 

 Long spans to cross intersections, increased footprint for 
potential straddle bent design 

 Higher cost than SR 99 at-grade or mixed alternatives 
 

 

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would be more expensive than the at‐grade or mixed 

median alternatives, but would have higher ridership and faster travel times. It has the 

potential to limit major reconstruction of SR 99 to intersections and station locations, reducing 

potential for utility relocations and disruption to adjacent properties. SR 99 has more high‐

density and transit oriented development zoning than alternatives along I‐5. 

Key findings: 

1) The operating speeds for the median elevated option would meet the agency’s target of 

55 mph, which contributes to lower travel times and higher ridership than the at‐grade 

and mixed grade alternatives on SR 99. 

2) The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would require fewer changes to the SR 99 

roadway environment than the other SR 99 alternatives. For example, more existing left 

turns and accesses can be maintained than with the at‐grade and mixed grade options. 

3) This alternative would be more reliable because transit operations would not be 

affected by street traffic. Reliability would be higher in the corridor and within the larger 

ST Link light rail system. 

4) The median position of the guideway would not require the high‐voltage electrical 

transmission lines that run along SR 99 to be relocated.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative is 

proposed for further evaluation.  
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7.4 SR 99 Elevated East Side Alternative 

TABLE 7-4 

SR 99 Elevated East Side Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Highest daily ridership (23,000 – 24,000) 
 Lowest travel time among SR 99 alternatives (15 minutes) 
 No effects to system-wide Link operations and reliability 
 More high-density/TOD zoning than I-5 alternatives 
 Minimal reconstruction of SR 99 
 No wetland effects 
 Would not affect any parks 
 Lower geologic risks than other alternatives (true of all SR 

99 alternatives) 

 All SR 99 alternatives have high potential for hazardous 
materials conflicts 

 Engineering challenges with existing retaining walls and 
adjacent structures 

 Usability of remnant parcels after acquisition for guideway 
would be limited 

 The terrain on the east side of SR 99 is much higher than 
the roadway at some locations 

 Highest potential for effects to community facilities of any 
alternative considered 

 Would conflict with existing side-running high voltage 
transmission lines for much of the corridor 

 Higher cost than at-grade, mixed-grade, and elevated 
median alternatives for SR 99 

 

The SR 99 Elevated East Side alternative would be more expensive than the at‐grade or mixed 

median alternatives, but would have higher ridership and faster travel times. High‐voltage 

electrical transmission lines on the east side of SR 99 would need to be relocated. Acquisition of 

right‐of‐way on the east side of the road could result in business and residential displacements, 

and could limit the potential for redevelopment of these properties following construction. 

Topographical constraints on the east side of SR 99 in some places would present engineering 

challenges. 

Key findings: 

1) There are large future redevelopment impacts associated with right‐of‐way acquisition 

along the east side of SR 99 that other SR 99 alternatives would not have.   

2) The alternative would conflict with existing high‐voltage power lines for a significant 

portion of the length of the project (S. 212th Street to S. 220th Street and S. 240th Street 

to the terminus at approximately S. 316th Street). Relocation of these power lines would 

represent a substantial project cost due to the need for pole reconstruction and 

replacement. 

3) There are a number of locations along the east side of SR 99 where the terrain is higher 

than the roadway. In some places there are tall retaining walls that could conflict with 

the alignment, requiring realigning the roadway and/or rebuilding the retaining walls.  

4) There is a high risk of encountering hazardous materials sites with all SR 99 alternatives, 

and it would be higher for this alternative than for the median elevated alternative 

because property acquisition would be required for the full length of SR 99 along the 

east side, where the guideway would be located. 
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Conclusion:  Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 East Side alternative is not 

proposed for further evaluation.  

 

7.5 SR 99 Elevated West Side Alternative 

TABLE 7-5 

SR 99 Elevated West Side Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Highest daily ridership (23,000 – 24,000) 
 Lowest travel time among SR 99 alternatives (15 minutes) 
 No effects to system-wide Link operations and reliability 
 More high-density/TOD zoning than I-5 alternatives 
 Minimal reconstruction of SR 99 
 No wetland effects 
 Lowest potential residential property acquisition 
 Would not affect any parks 
 Lower geologic risks than other alternatives (true of all SR 

99 alternatives) 

 All SR 99 alternatives have high potential for hazardous 
materials conflicts 

 Engineering challenges with existing retaining walls and 
adjacent structures 

 Usability of remnant parcels after acquisition for guideway 
would be limited 

 The terrain on the west side of SR 99 is much lower than 
the roadway at some locations 

 Highest potential for effects on community facilities of any 
alternative considered 

 Would conflict with existing side-running high voltage 
transmission lines for much of the corridor 

 Higher cost than at-grade, mixed-grade, and elevated 
median alternatives for SR 99 

 

The SR 99 Elevated West Side alternative would be more expensive than the at‐grade or mixed 

median alternatives, but would have higher ridership and faster travel times. Acquisition of 

properties on the west side of the road would likely result in business and residential 

displacements, and could limit the potential for redevelopment of these properties following 

construction. Topographical constraints on the west side of SR 99 in some places would present 

engineering challenges.  

Key findings: 

1) There would be large future redevelopment effects associated with right‐of‐way 

acquisition along the west side of SR 99 that other SR 99 alternatives would not have.   

2) The alternative would conflict with the existing high voltage power lines for a portion of 

the length of the alternative (S. 204th Street to S. 212th Street) and there is a potential 

conflict with a high pressure gas line between S. 204th Street and S. 208th Street. 

3) There are a number of locations along the west side of SR 99 where the terrain is lower 

than the roadway. In some places there are tall retaining walls that would conflict with 

the alignment that would need to be reconstructed or would require a shift in the 

roadway to accommodate light rail between the retaining walls and the roadway.  

4) There is a high risk of encountering hazardous materials sites with all SR 99 alternatives. 

It would be higher for this alternative than for the median elevated because it would 
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require acquisition of properties the full length of SR 99 along the west side, where the 

guideway would have a new right‐of‐way footprint. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the SR 99 West Side alternative is not 

proposed for further evaluation.  

 

7.6 I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative 

TABLE 7-6 

I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 High ridership levels, on par with SR 99 elevated 

alternatives (23,000-24,000) 
 I-5 alternatives have the lowest travel time (14 minutes) of 

any of the Level 1 alternatives  
 No effects to system wide Link operations and reliability 

due to fully-separated alignment; minimal effects to 
RapidRide A Line 

 Lower potential for visual effects 
 No parks within 50 feet of the alternative’s centerline 
 Minimal effects to street traffic operations; no LOS F 

intersections affected 
 I-5 alternatives would have lower number of hazardous 

materials sites 
 Lower cost than all but two alternatives (SR 99 At-grade 

Median and SR 99 Mixed Median) 

 Some wetland effects 
 Most  adjacent residential properties within 100 feet of 

centerline of any alternative 
 Potential utility conflicts with Highline Water District water 

tank, Midway Landfill, power lines, and PSE sub-station 
 Higher potential risk of geologic hazards 
 Limited mixed use/high-density zoning 

 

 

The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would be less expensive than elevated alternatives along 

SR 99 and, based on current design information, could be constructed largely within 

Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) right‐of‐way, limiting residential or 

business displacements and avoiding impacts to local roadway operations. Ridership and travel 

time would be similar to the SR 99 elevated alternatives. Potential risks include proximity to 

Highline Water District water tanks, a Puget Sound Energy substation, and the Midway Landfill, 

which also presents a potential hazardous materials concern and geologic hazard.  

Key findings: 

1) The operating speeds for this alternative would meet the agency’s target of 55 mph, 

which contributes to faster travel times and higher ridership than at‐grade. 

2) Based on the conceptual level of design, it appears that this alternative could fit largely 

within existing WSDOT right‐of‐way, thereby requiring limited displacements.  

3) The I‐5 alternatives generally have a lower risk of encountering hazardous materials 

than the SR 99 alternatives. However, the Midway Landfill site is a Superfund site that 

could present hazardous materials risk for this alternative, because disturbing the 

capped landfill material could require expensive construction methods and mitigation.  
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4) The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would have the greatest number of residential 

properties affected of any alternative. 

Conclusion:  Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative is 

proposed for further evaluation.  

 

7.7 I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Alternative 

TABLE 7-7 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 High ridership levels, on par with SR 99 elevated 

alternatives (23,000-24,000) 
 I-5 alternatives have the lowest travel time (14 minutes) of 

any of the Level 1 alternatives  
 No effects to system wide Link operations and reliability 

due to fully-separated alignment; minimal effects to 
RapidRide A Line 

 Lowest potential for visual effects of any Level 1 alternative  
 Lowest number of commercial properties within 100 feet of 

the alternative’s centerline 
 No parks within 50 feet of the alternative’s centerline 
 Minimal effects on street traffic operations; no LOS F 

intersections affected 
 Would not directly impact Midway Landfill 
 I-5 alternatives would have lower number of hazardous 

materials sites 

 Lowest mixed use/high-density zoning of any alternative  
 Highest potential wetland impacts of any alternative 
 Potential future WSDOT express toll lane design conflicts 
 Potential utility risk with Highline Water District water tanks 

and PSE substation 
 Higher costs associated with design considerations for 

crossing I-5  
 

 

The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would be less expensive than elevated alternatives 

along SR 99 and could be constructed largely within WSDOT right‐of‐way, limiting residential or 

business displacements and avoiding impacts to local roadway operations. Ridership and travel 

time would be the same as SR 99 elevated alternatives. Potential risks include proximity to 

Highline Water District water tanks and a Puget Sound Energy (PSE) substation. This alternative 

would avoid the Midway Landfill and the engineering challenges that this crossing presents, and 

would also have the lowest potential for visual impacts.  

Key findings: 

1) The operating speeds for this alternative would meet the agency’s target of 55 mph, 

which contributes to faster travel times and higher ridership than at‐grade and mixed 

alternatives.  

2) Based on the conceptual level of design, it appears that this alternative could fit largely 

within existing WSDOT right‐of‐way, thereby requiring few displacements. However, this 

alternative would occupy some of the land area potentially needed for future express 

toll lanes under consideration by WSDOT. 
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3) The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would have the lowest risk of encountering 

hazardous materials of all Level 1 alternatives because it would avoid the Midway 

Landfill site and because the I‐5 alternatives generally would have a lower risk than the 

SR 99 alternatives.   

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative 

is proposed for further evaluation. 

 

7.8 30th Avenue S. At-Grade Median Alternative 

TABLE 7-8 

30th Avenue S. At-Grade Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 No wetland effects 
 No impacts to parks 
 No LOS F intersections affected; does not affect complex 

SR 99/Kent Des Moines Road intersection 
 More high-density/TOD zoning  
 Less disruption to businesses along SR 99 

 

 Lower ridership levels than elevated alternatives (19,000 to 
20,000 per day) 

 Longest travel time among all 30th Avenue S. alternatives 
(21 minutes) due to slower than desired travel speeds  

 Potential delays in system-wide Link operations and 
reliability due to at-grade operation 

 High potential for effects to environmental justice 
populations related to noise, visual, displacements, traffic 
and construction 

 Would cross Kent-Des Moines Road/I-5 interchange at-
grade in Level 1 configuration 

 Restricts left turn access at un-signalized intersections or 
driveways 

 High number of sensitive noise receptors 
 Higher potential utility effects, including high-voltage 

electrical power lines 
 At-grade alignment would bifurcate the neighborhood, as 

pedestrians and vehicles must go to signalized crossings. 

 

The 30th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median alternative would avoid the disruption of SR 99 associated 

with construction activities and widening of the roadway between S. 220th Street and S. 240th 

Street. It would have a longer travel time and lower ridership than elevated alternatives, and 

would require reconstruction of 30th Avenue S., a two‐lane primarily residential road. This 

reconstruction would involve utility relocations and result in impacts to local traffic by 

eliminating left turns from side streets and adjacent properties. This alternative would cross 

Kent‐Des Moines Road at‐grade directly adjacent to on and off‐ramps to I‐5. This alternative 

would have high potential for noise and visual impacts and would bifurcate the Pacific Ridge 

neighborhood between S. 220th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. 

Key findings: 

1) The operating speeds for the at‐grade alternative would not meet the agency’s target of 

55 mph because it would need to match the adjacent traffic speed limit of 25 mph on 
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30th Avenue S. This contributes to much slower travel times and lower ridership than 

grade‐separated options.  

2) The at‐grade operating configuration is less reliable due to it being in the surface traffic 

environment. Potential traffic delay at Kent‐Des Moines Road would cause transit 

unreliability within the corridor and would adversely affect the reliability of the larger ST 

Link light rail system. 

3) There would be a high degree of change required to the 30th Avenue S. roadway (which 

is currently a two‐lane residential road) and to the adjacent multi‐family neighborhood 

environment. For example, extensive new right‐of‐way would be required for widening 

the roadway and adding a median for light rail operation. The at‐grade option would 

have the largest footprint of the 30th Avenue S. alternatives. In addition, there would be 

high potential for utility relocation impacts. 

4) The at‐grade alternative would create a barrier in the neighborhood, causing noise and 

visual effects. The residential nature and demographics of the adjacent neighborhood 

increase the potential for effects to environmental justice populations because they 

would be the populations experiencing the noise, visual and construction effects, and 

could potentially be displaced. 

5) The 30th Avenue S. alternatives would avoid temporary and permanent effects to SR 99 

between S. 220th Street and S. 244th Street, including the highly congested Kent‐Des 

Moines Road (SR 516) intersection. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 30th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

 

7.9 30th Avenue S. Elevated Median Alternative 

TABLE 7-9 

30th Avenue S. Elevated Median Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Higher ridership than at-grade alternatives (23,000-24,000) 
 Lower travel time than most alternatives considered 
 No effects to system-wide Link operations and reliability  
 More high density/TOD zoning 
 No wetland effects 
 Would not affect any parks 
 Avoids Kent-Des Moines Road effects 

 

 High potential for effects to environmental justice 
populations related to noise, visual, displacements, and 
traffic  

 Higher visual sensitivity 
 High number of noise sensitive receptors such as 

residences, schools, and churches 
 Substantial effects to unsignalized left turns and u-turns 

throughout the corridor 
 All 30th Avenue S. alternatives have high potential for 

hazardous materials conflicts 

 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated Median alternative would have a similar travel time and ridership 

as other elevated alternatives on SR 99 and I‐5.  It would require reconstruction of 30th Avenue 
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S., a two‐lane primarily residential road. This reconstruction would involve utility relocations 

and results in impacts to local traffic by eliminating left turns from side streets and adjacent 

properties. This alternative would have high potential for noise and visual impacts and would 

bifurcate the Pacific Ridge neighborhood between S. 220th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. 

Key findings: 

1) There would be a high degree of change required to the 30th Avenue S. roadway (which 

is currently a two‐lane residential road) and to the adjacent multi‐family neighborhood 

environment.  

2) The elevated median alternative would create a barrier in the neighborhood and 

introduce noise and visual effects. The residential nature and demographics of the 

adjacent neighborhood increase the potential for effects to environmental justice 

populations because they would be the populations experiencing the noise, visual and 

construction effects, and could potentially be displaced. 

3) The 30th Avenue S. alternatives would avoid temporary and permanent effects to SR 99 

between S. 220th Street and S. 244th Street, including the highly congested Kent‐Des 

Moines Road (SR 516) intersection. 

Conclusion:  Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

 

7.10 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side Alternative 

TABLE 7-10 

30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Higher ridership than at-grade alternatives (23,000-24,000) 
 Lower travel time than most alternatives considered 
 No effects to system-wide Link operations and reliability  
 More high density/TOD zoning 
 No wetland effects 
 Would not affect any parks 
 Avoids Kent-Des Moines Road effects 

 

 High potential for effects to environmental justice 
populations related to noise, visual, displacements, and 
traffic  

 Higher visual sensitivity 
 High number of noise sensitive receptors such as 

residences, schools, and churches 
 High potential for utility relocations due to power lines on 

east side of roadway 
 All 30th Avenue S. alternatives have high potential for 

hazardous materials conflicts 

 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side alternative would have a similar travel time and ridership 

as other elevated alternatives on SR 99 and I‐5.  It would require reconstruction of 30th Avenue 

S., a two‐lane primarily residential road. This reconstruction would involve utility relocations 

and property acquisition on the east side of the road, likely resulting in residential 
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displacements. This alternative would have high potential for noise and visual impacts and 

would bifurcate the Pacific Ridge neighborhood between S. 220th Street and Kent‐Des Moines 

Road.  

Key findings: 

1) There would be a high degree of change required to the 30th Avenue S. roadway (which 

is currently a two‐lane residential road) and to the adjacent multi‐family neighborhood 

environment. 

2) Required new right‐of‐way would displace many multi‐family structures located 

adjacent to the existing right‐of‐way 

3) There would be high utility impacts due to elevated high‐voltage power lines along the 

east side of the right‐of‐way. 

4) The elevated median alternative would create a barrier in the neighborhood and 

introduce noise and visual effects. The residential nature and demographics of the 

adjacent neighborhood increase the potential for effects to environmental justice 

populations because they would be the populations experiencing the noise, visual and 

construction effects, and could potentially be displaced. 

5) The 30th Avenue S. alternatives would avoid temporary and permanent effects to SR 99 

between S. 220th Street and S. 244th Street, including the highly congested Kent‐Des 

Moines Road (SR 516) intersection. 

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

 

7.11 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side Alternative 

TABLE 7-11 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Higher ridership than at-grade alternatives (23,000 to 

24,000) 
 Lower travel time than most alternatives considered (15 

minutes)  
 No effects to system-wide Link operations and reliability  
 More high density/TOD zoning 
 Avoids major property acquisition impacts of other 30th 

Avenue S. alternatives 
 No wetland effects 
 Would not affect any parks 
 Avoids Kent-Des Moines Road effects 

 

 High potential effects to environmental justice populations 
related to noise, visual, displacements, and traffic  

 High number of noise sensitive receptors  
 All 30th Avenue S. alternatives have high potential for 

hazardous materials conflicts 
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The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would have similar travel time and ridership 

to other elevated alternatives on SR 99 and I‐5, is likely to require only partial reconstruction 

of 30th  Avenue S., a two‐lane primarily residential road. This alternative would have high 

potential for noise and visual impacts and could create a barrier through the middle of the 

Pacific Ridge neighborhood between S. 220th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. This 

reconstruction would avoid major utility relocations associated with median and east side 

alternatives on 30th Avenue S. 

Key findings: 

1) The operating speeds for the grade separated alternative would meet the agency’s 

target of 55 mph, resulting in travel time and ridership that would be competitive with 

the elevated SR 99 and I‐5 alternatives. 

2) Of all of the 30th Avenue S. alternatives, this alternative would cause the least disruption 

and impacts. Displacements with the 30th Avenue S. West Side Elevated alternative 

would be lower than with the other 30th Avenue S. alternatives because the buildings 

are typically set further from the roadway back on the west side of the street than on 

the east side.  

3) The 30th Avenue S. alternatives would avoid temporary and permanent effects to SR 99 

between S. 220th Street and S. 244th Street, including the highly congested Kent‐Des 

Moines Road (SR 516) intersection. 

4) Construction of the project improvements would not require complete reconstruction 

of the 30th Avenue S. roadway. Project improvements would be adjacent to the 

roadway, to the west, but there would still be substantial construction related impacts.  

Conclusion: Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 

alternative is proposed for further evaluation. 
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7.12 24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median Alternative 

TABLE 7-12 

24th Avenue S. At-Grade Median Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Avoids disruption, property displacement, and construction 

effects along SR 99 between S 200th Street and Kent-Des 
Moines Road 

 No wetland effects 
 Does not affect any community facilities 

 

 Longer travel time than all alternatives considered 
 Lower ridership than elevated alternatives 
 Likely to affect system wide Link operations and reliability 

due to at-grade operation 
 Less high density/TOD zoning 
 Moderate to high visual sensitivity 
 24th Avenue S. alternatives have potential effects to about 

1 acre of parks, higher than other alternatives 
 Possible indirect effects to Underwood Memorial Park 
 Restricts left turns at un-signalized intersections and 

midblock U-turns  
 24th Avenue S. alternatives have the worst potential traffic 

effects of any of the alignments 
 Higher structural costs for the tall columns required to 

bridge SR 509 and S. 208th Street 

 

The 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median alternative would avoid the disruption of SR 99 associated 

with construction activities and widening of the roadway between S. 200th Street and S. 240th 

Street. It would have a longer travel time and lower ridership than elevated alternatives, and 

would require reconstruction of 24th Avenue S., a two‐lane collector road in a residential area. 

This reconstruction would involve utility relocations and results in effects to local traffic by 

eliminating left turns from side streets and adjacent properties. This alternative would have 

high potential for noise and visual effects and could have indirect effects to parks and 

neighborhood cohesion between S. 216th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. Additional costs 

would be associated with structures for crossing the proposed SR 509 right‐of‐way and S. 208th 

Street. 

Key findings: 

1) The operating speeds would not meet the agency’s target of 55 mph because the LRT 

speed would be limited to 35 mph by the safety‐driven rules that govern operating in a 

semi‐exclusive environment (in the same fashion as the Sound Transit Link light rail 

segment along Martin Luther King Way in Seattle). This would contribute to longer 

travel times and lower ridership than the grade separated options on SR 99. The at‐

grade operating configuration would affect reliability due to the LRT having to cross 

street traffic, which would adversely affect the reliability of the larger ST Link light rail 

system.  

2) The at‐grade operating configuration is less reliable due to surface traffic operations and 

the risk for conflict of operations. Potential traffic delay at intersections would cause 

unreliability within the corridor and would ripple through and cause unreliability within 

the larger ST Link light rail System. 
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3) Construction of the project improvements would generally include leaving the 

southbound lane alone and widening to the east for construction of the project and 

reconstruction of the northbound lane. 

4) There would be a high degree of change required to the 24th Avenue S. roadway (which 

is currently a two‐lane residential road) and adjacent neighborhood environment. For 

example, right‐of‐way would have to be acquired from the east side of 24th Avenue S. 

because of a park and other public facility uses on the west side, but could result in 

displacement of residences and churches.  

5) Because this alternative is located in a primarily residential area, it would likely cause 

property access, visual and noise effects.  

Conclusion:  Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

 

7.13 24th Avenue S. Elevated Median Alternative 

TABLE 7-13 

24th Avenue S. Elevated Median Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Avoids disruption, property displacement, and construction 

effects along SR 99 between S 200th Street and Kent-Des 
Moines Road 

 No effects to system-wide Link operations and reliability  
 No wetland effects 

 

 Right-of-way could be required for elevated guideway to 
cross most intersections 

 Less high density/TOD zoning 
 24th Avenue S. alternatives have potential effects to about 

1 acre of parks, higher than other alternatives 
 Possible indirect effects to Underwood Memorial Park 
 24th Avenue S. alternatives have more community facilities 

adjacent to the proposed alignment than other alternatives 
 Moderate to high visual sensitivity 
 Restricts left turns at un-signalized intersections and 

midblock U-turns  
 24th Avenue S. alternatives have the worst potential traffic 

effects of any of the alignments 
 Higher structural costs for the tall columns required to 

bridge SR 509 and S. 208th Street 

 

The 24th Avenue S. Elevated Median alternative would avoid the disruption of SR 99 associated 

with construction activities and widening of the roadway between S. 200th Street and S. 240th 

Street.  This alternative would require reconstruction of 24th Avenue S., a two‐lane collector 

road in a residential area. This reconstruction would involve utility relocations and results in 

effects to local traffic by eliminating left turns from side streets and adjacent properties. This 

alternative would have high potential for noise and visual effects and could have indirect 

effects to parks and neighborhood cohesion between S. 216th Street and Kent‐Des Moines 

Road. Additional costs would be associated with structures for crossing the proposed SR 509 

right‐of‐way and S. 208th Street. 
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Key findings: 

1) The project would be constructed so that reconstruction of the southbound lane of 24th 

Avenue S. would be avoided, and 24th would be widened only to the east to 

accommodate the median guideway and the northbound lane. 

2) There would be a high degree of change required to the 24th Avenue S. roadway (which 

is currently a two‐lane residential road) and adjacent neighborhood environment. For 

example, right‐of‐way would have to be acquired from the east side of 24th Avenue S. 

because of a park and other public facility uses on the west side, but could result in 

displacement of residences and churches. 

3) Because this alternative is located in a primarily residential area, it would cause 

potential property access, visual, and noise effects.  

4) The potential permanent effects to neighborhoods and community facilities along 24th 

Avenue S. outweigh the temporary benefits of avoiding construction along SR 99. 

Conclusion:  Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

 

7.14 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side Alternative 

TABLE 7-14 

24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side Alternative Summary Findings 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Does not require any roadway reconstruction 
 Avoids disruption and construction along SR 99 between S 

200th Street and Kent-Des Moines Road 
 No operating speed restrictions 
 Minimal effects to system-wide Link operations and 

reliability, and RapidRide A Line 
 

 

 Higher structural costs for the tall columns required to 
bridge SR 509 and S. 208th Street 

 Less high density/TOD zoning 
 Moderate to high visual sensitivity 
 High number of category 3 noise sensitive receptors 

(schools and churches) 
 Would effect neighborhood cohesion 
 Possible indirect effects to Stephen J. Underwood 

Memorial Park 
 

 

The 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side alternative would avoid the disruption of SR 99 associated 

with construction activities and widening of the roadway between S. 200th Street and S. 240th 

Street. This alternative would result in acquiring properties on the east side of 24th Avenue S. 

for right‐of‐way, possibly displacing residences and/or churches. This alternative would have 

high potential for noise and visual effects and could have indirect effects to parks and 

neighborhood cohesion between S. 216th Street and Kent‐Des Moines Road. Additional costs 

would be associated with structures for crossing the proposed SR 509 right‐of‐way and S. 208th 

Street. 
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Key findings: 

1) The project would be constructed so that reconstruction of the southbound lane of 24th 

Avenue S. would be avoided, and 24th would be widened only to the east to 

accommodate the median guideway and the northbound lane. 

2) This alternative would require a very high number of changes to the 24th Avenue S. 

roadway and adjacent neighborhood environment. For example, right‐of‐way would 

need to be acquired from the east side of the 24th Avenue S. because of a park and 

other public facility uses on the west side, but could result in displacement of residences 

and churches. 

3) Because this alternative is located in a primarily residential area, it would have potential 

visual and noise effects.  

4) The potential permanent effects to neighborhoods and community facilities along 24th 

Avenue S. outweigh the temporary benefits of avoiding construction along SR 99. 

Conclusion:  Based on the key findings above, the project purpose and need, and the analysis 

completed to date using the evaluation criteria, the 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 

alternative is not proposed for further evaluation. 

 

7.15 Summary of Findings and Conclusions Related to Level 1 Alternatives  

Based on the results of the Level 1 evaluation, the following alternatives will be evaluated 

further in the Level 2 evaluation:  

 SR 99 Elevated Median 

 I‐5 Mixed West 

 I‐5 Mixed West/Median 

 30th Avenue S. Elevated West 

The results of the Level 1 analysis showed that different segments of each of the SR 99 

alternatives could work, but each one of them as a “stand alone” alternative has substantial 

flaws. A combination of conceptual design elements (a mix of east side, west side, and median 

alignment; at‐grade and elevated profile) could results in an alternative that operates better 

with less adverse effects than the “stand alone” SR 99 alignment alternatives studied in Level 1.  

For the Level 2 evaluation, this new alternative will be called the “hybrid” alternative.  

Conclusion: A new SR 99 Hybrid alternative should be developed for study in the Level 2 

evaluation. It should be made up of elements of the SR 99 alignment and grade alternatives 

(at‐grade, median elevated, east elevated and west elevated) that have demonstrated 

potential feasibility in the Level 1 evaluation.  
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The alternatives to be evaluated further in the Level 2 evaluation are shown in Exhibit 7‐1 

below in color, with the alternatives that will not be carried forward for Level 2 evaluation 

shown in gray. 
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EXHIBIT 7-1 

Level 1 Evaluation Results 
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1.0 Executive Summary 

1.1 Purpose of This Report 

Sound Transit and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have conducted an Alternatives 

Analysis to start the public planning and environmental processes for the Federal Way Transit 

Extension (FWTE) in South King County in the metropolitan Puget Sound region. The proposed 

project is part of the Sound Transit 2 (ST2) Plan approved by voters in 2008 and would start at 

the regional light rail system at the future Angle Lake Station in the City of SeaTac at S. 200th 

Street. Exhibit 1‐1 shows where the FWTE is located. The FWTE is an element of the region’s 

Metropolitan Transportation 

Plan (the Puget Sound 

Regional Council’s [PSRC’s] 

Transportation 2040), and 

Sound Transit’s Long‐Range 

Transit Plan. These plans 

anticipate the eventual 

extension of high capacity 

transit (HCT) service south to 

Tacoma. 

This report is organized in six 

key sections, as follows: 

 Introduction  

 Level 2 Definition of 

Alternatives 

 Level 2 Evaluation Criteria 

 Level 2 Data Results ‐ 

Alignment Alternatives  

 Level 2 Findings and 

Conclusions – Alignment 

Alternatives 

 Station Location 

Evaluation 

 

EXHIBIT 1-1 
FWTE Project Study Area 
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1.2 Purpose and Need of the Federal Way Transit Extension 
Project 

The purpose of the Federal Way Transit Extension is to expand the Sound Transit Link light rail 

system from SeaTac to the cities of Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way in King County in order 

to meet the following objectives: 

 Provide a rapid, reliable, accessible, and efficient alternative for travel to and from the 

corridor and other urban growth and activity centers in the region with sufficient capacity 

to meet projected demand. 

 Expand mobility alternatives to traveling on congested roadways and improve connections 

to the regional multimodal transportation system with peak and off‐peak service. 

 Provide the high‐capacity transit (HCT) infrastructure to support adopted regional and local 

land use, transportation, and economic development plans. 

 Advance the long‐range vision, goals, and objectives for transit service established by the 

Sound Transit Long‐Range Plan for high‐quality regional transit service connecting major 

activity centers in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. 

 Implement a financially feasible system that seeks to preserve and promote a healthy 

environment. 

The following conditions within the project corridor demonstrate the need for the project: 

 North‐south transit demand is expected to grow by 30 to 40 percent by 2035 as a result of 

residential and employment growth in the FWTE corridor and regionally. 

 The FWTE corridor population is a highly transit‐dependent population with needs for 

efficient, reliable regional connectivity. 

 Congestion on I‐5 and on the key corridor arterials leading in and out of the study area will 

increase and further degrade existing transit performance and reliability. 

 There is a lack of reliable and efficient peak and off‐peak transit service connecting persons 

in the FWTE corridor with the region’s growth centers. 

 Regional and local plans call for HCT in the corridor consistent with PSRC’s VISION 2040 and 

the Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan.  

Implementing the project will help meet environmental and sustainability goals of the state and 

region, including reduced vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. Any alternative 

evaluated for the FWTE must demonstrate the ability to address these needs and achieve the 

project purpose. 
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1.3 Summary of Level 1 Evaluation 

The development of alternatives for the FWTE was informed by FTA guidelines on project 

development and alternatives analyses. Potential alternatives for the FWTE came from two 

sources: previous regional and local planning studies and input from the public and agencies 

during a 30‐day early scoping period between October 18 and November 19, 2012. The early 

scoping period included two public open houses (one in Des Moines and one in Federal Way), 

an online survey, and opportunities for the public to provide comments on comment forms at 

the meeting, online, or via postal mail. The public open houses provided several interactive 

opportunities for attendees to provide input, including a large map of the project corridor 

where attendees could draw alignment and/or station suggestions. An online agency meeting 

was also conducted and provided opportunities to ask questions and provide comments.  

Feedback received during the early scoping period was positive and indicated a desire for 

improved transit service in the project area. Comments provided by agencies, local 

jurisdictions, institutions, and members of the general public indicate a strong preference for 

light rail transit. Stakeholders expressed concerns about parking, travel time, multimodal 

connections, and connections to Tacoma and other transit facilities . Comments received on 

alignment, profile preference, and station locations were varied; strong preferences for one 

specific alignment, profile, or station location did not emerge. 

The alternatives considered included different modes, profiles and alignments. Mode refers to 

the method of transportation, such as bus or light rail. Profile refers to a vertical location, such 

as above grade (elevated), at‐grade, below‐grade (retained cut or tunnel), or mixture of one or 

more profile. Alignment refers to the horizontal location within a corridor.  

The mode evaluated in Level 1 is light rail transit (LRT) only. Bus rapid transit (BRT) was 

screened out prior to the Level 1 analysis. This screening is documented in Chapter 3, Pre‐

Screening of the FWTE Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report. 

The following alternatives were evaluated in Level 1: 

 SR 99 At‐Grade Median  

 SR 99 Mixed Median  

 SR 99 Elevated Median  

 SR 99 Elevated East Side 

 SR 99 Elevated West Side 

 I‐5 Mixed West Side 

 I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median 

 30th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median 
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 30th Avenue S. Elevated Median 

 30th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 

 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 

 24th Avenue S. At‐Grade Median  

 24th Avenue S. Elevated Median 

 24th Avenue S. Elevated East Side 

 24th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 

Based on the results of the Level 1 Evaluation, the following alternatives were studied further in 

Level 2: 

 SR 99 Elevated Median 

 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side (with SR 99 Elevated Median) 

 I‐5 Mixed West Side 

 I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median 

 SR 99 Hybrid (new‐see below) 

The results of the Level 1 analysis showed that different segments of each of the SR 99 

alternatives could work, but each one of them as a “stand alone” alternative had substantial 

flaws. A combination of conceptual design elements (a mix of east side, west side, and median 

alignment; at‐grade and elevated profile) could result in an alternative that operates better 

with less adverse effects than the “stand alone” SR 99 alignment alternatives  studied in Level 1. 

For the Level 2 evaluation, this new alternative became the “hybrid” alternative. 

For more details on this analysis, refer to the FWTE Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report. 

1.4 Definition of Level 2 Alternatives 

Exhibit 1‐2 displays the alternatives under evaluation in Level 2. 

1.4.1 SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative 

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would extend south from Angle Lake Station at S. 200th 

Street along the west side of 28th Avenue S. Where 28th Avenue S. ends and the proposed SR 

509 extension would cross under SR 99, the LRT guideway would be elevated west of SR 99 to 

cross SR 509, then transition to the SR 99 median. The guideway would be supported by 

columns located generally between the northbound and southbound travel lanes in most 

locations. Where a planted (or otherwise un‐traversable) median 12 or more feet wide exists 

today, the support columns would be assumed to be located there. This column placement 

could make it possible to avoid re‐building SR 99 travel lanes in conjunction with this proposed 

LRT project at such locations. At intersections or where the median space is occupied by a left  
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EXHIBIT 1‐2 
Level 2 Alternatives 
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turn or U‐turn lane, either SR 99 would be widened (in order to create space for columns) by 

relocating turn lanes, or an alternate method of supporting the elevated guideway (such as 

straddle bents or more sophisticated bridge structures) would be used. 

1.4.2 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side Alternative 

For the purposes of Level 2 evaluation, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would 

transition to and from the SR 99 Median Elevated alternative. At the north end of this 

alternative, the alignment would transition out of the SR 99 median at around S. 220th Street 

and head east to 30th Avenue S. The elevated guideway would continue south along the west 

side of 30th Avenue S. between the traveled way and existing buildings, which are primarily 

multi‐family residential buildings to the north of Kent‐Des Moines Road and industrial 

commercial buildings to the south. The elevated guideway would cross Kent‐Des Moines Road 

with a single span (approximately 150 to 250 feet long) to avoid the potential negative effects 

that could be associated with placing a column in the center of the roadway. South of the Kent‐

Des Moines station, the 30th Avenue S. alignment would transition on an elevated guideway 

west to an elevated SR 99 elevated median alignment. From there south to the end of the 

project corridor, it would be identical to the SR 99 Median Elevated alternative described 

previously. 

1.4.3 SR 99 Hybrid Alternative 

During the Level 1 evaluation, it became apparent that the SR 99 Elevated East Side and SR 99 

Elevated West Side alternatives would each have too many substantial flaws to be considered 

on their own. However, these flaws were not consistent throughout the corridor. Each of these 

alternatives was defined for Level 1 as having the guideway only on one side of SR 99, but a 

closer look revealed that a viable alternative could be designed with the elevated guideway on 

one side of SR 99 in certain locations and on the other side (or in the median) in other locations, 

or even be at grade for certain side‐running segments to reduce costs. The alternative resulting 

from this combination approach was carried forward to be studied in Level 2, as the SR 99 

Hybrid. The approximate alignment variations of the SR 99 Hybrid alternative are shown in 

Table 1‐1. 
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TABLE 1-1 
SR 99 Hybrid Alternative Alignment Variations 

From To Orientation Relative to SR 99 

Angle Lake Station S. 208th Street Along 28th Avenue S. and West of SR 99 

S. 208th Street North of Kent-Des Moines Road Median of SR 99 

North of Kent-Des Moines Road S. 260th Street West of SR 99 

S. 260th Street 16th Avenue S. East of SR 99 

16th Avenue S. S. 304th Street West of SR 99 

S. 304th Street S. 312th Street East of SR 99 

 

Exhibit 1‐3 shows the conceptual alignment variations for the SR 99 Hybrid alternative. 
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EXHIBIT 1-3 
SR 99 Hybrid Alternative Conceptual Alignment 
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1.4.4 I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative 

At the north end of the corridor (just south of the Angle Lake Station), the I‐5 Mixed West Side 

alternative would be identical to the other alternatives, extending the elevated guideway to the 

south along the west side of 28th Avenue S. After crossing over SR 99 and the proposed SR 509 

extension, the guideway would turn east to run along the south side of the proposed SR 509 

extension to I‐5, then south along the west side of the I‐5 right of way. Near S. 316th Street the 

alignment would turn west toward the FWTC.  

“Mixed” refers to the alternative’s profile and indicates a combination of elevated and at‐grade 

profiles. This alternative would be at‐grade for the most part, but would be grade‐separated 

from all cross‐streets (S. 211th Street, S. 216th Street, Kent‐Des Moines Road [SR 516], S. 259th 

Place, S. 272nd Street, Military Road S. [twice], and S. 288th Street) as well as other potential 

obstacles. The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative’s proposed location places it close to several 

facilities that could affect the alignment and/or profile, including Highline Water District storage 

tanks, Puget Sound Energy’s Midway Switch Station, the Midway Landfill, Mark Twain 

Elementary School, and the Truman High School complex. 

1.4.5 I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Alternative 

The I‐5 Mixed Median/West Side alternative would be identical to the I‐5 Mixed West Side 

alternative from the north end of the project area to S. 240th Street. At that point, the guideway 

would transition from the west side of the I‐5 right of way, via elevated structure, to the 

freeway median. It would remain in the I‐5 median to the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride area, where 

it would transition back to the west side so that the S. 272nd Street station could be placed close 

to the Park‐and‐Ride and avoid issues involved with fitting the station footprint in the median. 

South of the station, the guideway would transition back to the freeway median via elevated 

structure. Near S. 316th Street the alignment would turn west toward the FWTC.  

1.5 Evaluation Criteria 

The criteria used to evaluate the Level 2 alternatives originated from objectives derived from 

the project’s Purpose and Need, described in Section 1.2. These objectives are: 

 Objective 1: Provide an effective transportation solution to meet mobility needs 

 Objective 2: Support equitable mobility 

 Objective 3: Serve supportive land use plans and economic development objectives 

 Objective 4: Preserve a healthy environment 

 Objective 5: Design an affordable and constructible project 
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Table 1‐2 shows the evaluation criteria established for the Level 2 evaluation for alignments 

and stations. Each criterion has one or more quantitative or qualitative measures that are 

described in Chapter 4. These criteria and measures are intended to differentiate between 

alternatives in terms of project performance and potential impacts.  

Table 1-2 
Level 2 Evaluation Criteria and Measures  

Evaluation Criteria Level 2 Measures 

Ridership potential  

Daily and annual project riders 

Station boardings 

Travel time 

Connections to regional multimodal 
transportation systems 

Transit integration with Link system 

Integration with bus facilities and services 

Transit-dependent and Environmental 
Justice populations 

Student poverty 

Subsidized housing 

Cost of commuting 

Access to express transit 

Minority Populations 

Transit-supportive land use and 
economic development policies 

Existing land use 

Planned land use 

High Density/TOD Zoning 

Underutilized parcels 

Population 

Employment 

Households 

Parking opportunities 

Non-motorized access 

Effect on natural environment 
Wetlands 

Streams 

Effect on built environment 

Visual effects 

Potential displacements 

Community facilities 

Noise 

Vibration 

Traffic 

Construction effects 

Design considerations 

Utilities 

Hazardous materials 

Geologic risks 
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Table 1-2 continued 

System costs 
Estimated capital costs 

Estimated operations and maintenance costs 

Station access 

Daily project ridership and station boardings 

Travel time 

Existing land use 

Planned land use 

High Density/TOD Zoning 

Underutilized parcels 

Population 

Employment 

Households 

Access to regional activity centers 

Parking opportunities 

Motorized access 

Non-motorized access 

Estimated cost 

 

1.6 Level 2 Findings and Conclusions – Alignment Alternatives 

This section presents the results of the Level 2 analysis. Exhibits 1‐4a and 1‐4b contain a 

summary of the data results from the analysis of the alignment alternatives, organized by the 

evaluation criteria used to collect and analyze data. For a more detailed look at these results, 

refer to Chapter 5 of this report. The text that follows Exhibits 1‐4a and 1‐4b outlines the key 

findings and conclusions for each alternative studied in Level 2. 

1.6.1 SR 99 Corridor 

The SR 99 corridor generally features robust land use variety and corridor access, with areas of 

opportunity for targeted transit‐oriented land use improvements along the proposed Light Rail 

Transit (LRT) alternatives. The SR 99 alternatives have been designed to connect these areas 

and optimize ridership by balancing the need for LRT system access with the need to serve 

regional destinations. The following subsections compare the SR 99 alternatives to each other. 

1.6.1.1 SR	99	Elevated	Median	Alternative	

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would include a light rail guideway on vertical columns 

in the median of SR 99. It would require construction of guideway support columns in the 

median of SR 99, which currently has a planted strip or intersection turning lanes for nearly all 

of the length of the study corridor.  

 



1.0 Executive Summary 

Federal Way Transit Extension 1-12 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

 

 

 EXHIBIT 1-4a 
Alternatives Data Summary – Part 1 
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EXHIBIT 1-4b 

Alternatives Data Summary – Part Two 
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The location of the columns for the proposed transit guideway in the existing median of SR 99 

would be positive for this alternative because it would, in many locations, minimize or eliminate 

the need to widen the SR 99 roadway. Where the proposed columns would be placed in an 

existing planted strip, it has been assumed that the columns would fit within the available 

space. As a result, the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would have fewer business 

displacements than the SR 99 Hybrid. With the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative, residential 

displacements would be less than with each of the other SR 99 alternatives. Lane closures 

during construction activities would affect mobility within the SR 99 corridor. The elevated 

guideway would cross over major intersections such as the Kent‐Des Moines Road intersection 

on a long elevated structure in the median of SR 99, which would increase cost and complexity. 

With the elevated alignment in the median of SR 99, the number and locations of mid‐block left 

turns and U‐turns could be reduced and the revised median configuration could require 

additional roadway improvements to facilitate local circulation. This could result in additional 

traffic impacts at nearby signalized intersections.  

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would be somewhat close to noise‐sensitive receivers on 

both sides of the roadway, resulting in more potential noise effects than the SR 99 Hybrid 

alternative, as well as more potential indirect effects on community facilities.  

1.6.1.2 30th	Avenue	S.	Elevated	West	Side	Alternative	

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would include a light rail guideway on vertical 

columns on the west side of 30th Avenue S. between S. 220th Street and S. 240th Street. North 

and south of these points it would have the same alignment as the SR 99 Elevated Median 

alternative, and effects in these areas would be the same as the SR 99 Elevated Median 

alternative. North of Kent‐Des Moines Road, 30th Avenue S. is a primarily residential street with 

several large multi‐family complexes as well as some single family homes. Locating the 

alignment on 30th Avenue S. in this area would avoid the traffic, design and cost issues 

associated with putting the light rail guideway through the complex SR 99/Kent‐Des Moines 

Road intersection. It has greater potential for residential displacements and visual, noise and 

vibration effects than the other SR 99 alternatives, but would have fewer effects on businesses 

along SR 99 in this area.  

Some of the negative effects could be reduced by moving the transition from SR 99 to 30th 

Avenue S. farther south than S. 220th Street. Also, although this alternative was evaluated as if 

it was connected to the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative, it could be combined with the SR 99 

Hybrid alternative to the north or the south, or it could be connected to an I‐5 alternative to the 

south.  
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1.6.1.3 SR	99	Hybrid	Alternative	

The SR 99 Hybrid alternative light rail guideway would be constructed primarily (although not 

entirely) on either the east or the west side of SR 99, minimizing reconstruction of SR 99 and 

potential traffic effects associated with occupying the median. It would also avoid crossing the 

SR 99/Kent‐Des Moines Road intersection in the median by crossing Kent‐Des Moines Road on 

the west side of SR 99. This alternative would have the least potential for noise and vibration 

effects on residences among the SR 99 alternatives, as well as less potential for effects on traffic 

during construction and operation.  

This alternative would be located on the east side of SR 99 near the McSorley Creek wetland 

complex, resulting in potential effects to this wetland. These effects would be further defined in 

the EIS and would require additional information on the wetland boundary and the extent to 

which the wetland could be avoided. Being located on the side of the predominantly 

commercial SR 99 corridor, however would result in the greatest number of business 

displacements of any alternative, and could displace up to three commercial buildings where 

space is leased for religious facilities. The design of this alternative could be further refined to 

further avoid or minimize many of the identified adverse effects.  

1.6.2 I-5 Corridor 

The I‐5 corridor studied is primarily within the I‐5 right‐of‐way, which is adjacent to primarily 

single family land uses, except at the interchanges at Kent‐Des Moines Road and S. 317th/320th 

streets, which have commercial land uses. The alternatives within this corridor are designed to 

connect access points at freeway interchanges to optimize ridership by balancing the need for 

LRT system access with the need to serve regional destinations.  

The I‐5 alternatives are subject to ongoing review and coordination with WSDOT. The “SR 167, 

SR 509, and I‐5 Puget Sound Gateway Project” (“the Gateway Project”) is a long‐term effort to 

improve roadway access to the ports of Seattle and Tacoma, in the interest of maintaining and 

enhancing Washington’s global economic competitiveness. The Gateway Project features three 

projects that, when combined, could add substantial width to I‐5 in the FWTE project study 

area. In some parts of the study area, this additional roadway width would occupy all or most of 

the available WSDOT right‐of‐way.  

The two I‐5 alternatives being considered in this Level 2 screening process are subject to 

substantial change as new information becomes available about the right‐of‐way needs of the 

Gateway Project. Although these widening projects are not currently funded, discussions 

continue regarding the appropriate placement of the proposed LRT guideway along I‐5. The 

assumptions contained in this report about LRT guideway placement represent the best 
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information available at the time regarding right‐of‐way availability and WSDOT design 

coordination. 

1.6.2.1 I‐5	Mixed	West	Side	Alternative	

The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would be located along the west side of I‐5, primarily 

within or adjacent to the WSDOT right‐of‐way. It would be at‐grade in some locations and 

grade‐separated in others. Construction within WSDOT right‐of‐way on the west side of I‐5 

would minimize the need for lane closures on local roads as well as on I‐5. The land uses 

adjacent to I‐5 are primarily residential. Consequently, this alignment has more potential for 

effects on residences, including displacements, noise, vibration and visual effects. This 

alternative would cross the Midway Landfill, which presents engineering challenges and 

additional costs. Both I‐5 alternatives would also need to avoid or relocate the Highline Water 

District tanks and a major Puget Sound Energy substation. Coordination with WSDOT during the 

Level 2 process indicated that the availability of their right‐of‐way may be limited north of Kent‐

Des Moines Road, due to potential conflicts with the planned SR 509 extension (as part of the 

Gateway Project). 

1.6.2.2 I‐5	Mixed	West	Side/Median	Alternative	

The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would be along the west side of I‐5 primarily 

within or adjacent to the WSDOT right‐of‐way and within the median between the north and 

south bound lanes of I‐5. This alternative would transition from west of I‐5 to the I‐5 median 

near S. 240th Street, primarily to avoid crossing the Midway Landfill, and would cross back to 

the west side of I‐5 for stations at S. 272nd Street and the Federal Way Transit Center. 

Construction in the I‐5 right‐of‐way would minimize disruption to the community, but could 

have effects on I‐5 traffic. Construction in the median and to cross into and out of the median 

would result in lane closures and some traffic disruption on I‐5, which would not occur with the 

I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative.  

Land use adjacent to I‐5 is primarily residential, and therefore the alignment would have less 

potential for effect on businesses. The potential for noise, vibration and visual effects on 

residences would be similar to the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative where the alignment is on 

the west side of I‐5, but would be avoided when in the median. Coordination with WSDOT 

during the Level 2 process indicated that the availability of their right‐of‐way may be limited 

north of Kent‐Des Moines Road, due to potential conflicts with the planned SR 509 extension 

(as part of the Gateway Project). Other components of the Gateway Project may require use of 

the median south of Kent‐Des Moines Road. 
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1.7 Station Location Evaluation 

1.7.1 Identifying Station Locations 

The Level 2 alignment alternatives were evaluated with three proposed station locations as 

defined by previous planning documents. These three station locations, Kent Des/Moines, S. 

272nd, and Federal Way Transit Center (FWTC), are considered part of the baseline project 

definition and are referred to as “baseline” stations in this analysis. As part of the Level 2 

Evaluation a comprehensive look at potential additional station locations was undertaken. 

The station evaluation began with identification of an initial list of potential station locations. 

The initial list was based in part on input received from the public during early scoping and 

agencies through agency coordination, and staff assessment of possible station locations. The 

initial list included 22 potential locations that were subjected to a pre‐screening process. Seven 

proposed locations were in very close proximity to baseline stations and were combined with 

these stations for purposes of this evaluation and are noted in Table 1‐3. The initial list of 

potential station locations are listed in Table 1‐3 and shown on Exhibit 1‐5. 

Table 1-3 
Initial List of Potential Stations  

Station Location Corridor (SR 99, I-5 or other) In Vicinity of Baseline Station? 

S. 216th St SR 99, I-5 No 

Kent/Des Moines Park-and-Ride I-5 No 

Highline Community College (HCC) 
parking lot 

SR 99 
Yes, in vicinity of Kent/Des Moines 
Station 

Lowes parking lot along SR 99 (near 
HCC) 

SR 99 
Yes, in vicinity of Kent/Des Moines 
Station 

S. 252nd Street Near Fred Meyer SR 99 No 

S. 260th Street SR 99, I-5 No 

Woodmont Library SR 99 Yes, in vicinity of S. 272nd Station 

LA Fitness parking lot (near Redondo 
Heights Park-and-Ride lot) 

SR 99 Yes, in vicinity of S. 272nd Station 

S. 288th Street SR 99, I-5, Military Road No 

S. Dash Point Road SR 99 No 

Easter Lake (approximately S. 312th 
Street) 

SR 99 No 

S. 320th Street SR 99 Yes, in vicinity of FWTC Station 

The Commons at Federal Way SR 99, I-5 Yes, in vicinity of FWTC Station 

S. 320th Park-and-Ride at I-5 I-5 Yes, in vicinity of FWTC Station 

21st Avenue S. near S. 336th Street  Beyond limits of study area No 

S. 348th Street Park-and-Ride Beyond limits of study area No 

Kent Sounder Station Beyond limits of study area No 

 

The list of pre‐screened locations and the reasons for not evaluating them further are 

summarized below in Table 1‐4. 
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Table 1-4 
Pre-Screening of Initial List of Potential Stations  

Station Location Pre-Screening Results 

Kent/Des Moines Park-and-Ride (with an east side I-5 
alignment) 

This station location would only work with an east of I-5 alignment. An east of I-5 
alignment is not under consideration. Existing land uses and planned land uses 
would not be very supportive of a light rail station in this location.  

S. 252nd St. near Fred Meyer 
This location is not well connected to cross streets that would provide good 
access to a station and additional transit transfer opportunities.  

S. 288th St. between Military Road and I-5 
This location is approximately 0.5 miles east of the SR 99 alternatives and 0.4 
miles west of the I-5 alternatives. 

Easter Lake  This location is approximately 0.2 miles west of the SR 99 alternatives, is farther 
away from the FWTC, and in a predominantly single-family neighborhood. 

21st Ave/S. 336th Street (beyond the FWTE study area) 
There is no proposed light rail alignment in this area. This location is over 1 mile 
south of the southern terminus at the FWTC and outside the study area.  

S. 348th Park-and-Ride (outside the FWTE study area)  
There is no proposed light rail alignment in this area. This location is 
approximately 3 miles southwest of the southern terminus at the FWTC and 
outside the study area. 

Kent Sounder Station (outside the FWTE study area) 
There is no proposed light rail alignment near the Sounder alignment through 
Kent. This location is approximately 3 miles east of I-5 in downtown Kent and is 
outside the FWTE study area.  

 

After the pre‐screening, a smaller list of 11 potential station locations remained and were 

evaluated in the Level 2 evaluation. These included the 4 baseline stations (Kent/Des Moines 

Road, two at S. 272nd Street, and one at the FWTC) and 7 potential additional station locations. 

Four of the potential additional station locations are associated with the SR 99 alternatives and 

three are associated with the I‐5 alternatives. The Level 2 stations are listed in Table 1‐5 and 

shown in Exhibit 1‐6. 
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EXHIBIT 1-5 

Initial List of Potential Station Locations  
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EXHIBIT 1-6  
 Level 2 Station Locations 
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 Table 1-5 
Level 2 Station Locations 

Baseline Stations Potential Additional Stations-SR 99 Potential Additional Stations-I-5 

Kent/Des Moines S. 216th Street S. 216th Street 

S. 272nd Street (Redondo Heights 
Park-and-Ride) 

S. 260th Street S. 260th Street 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake Park-
and-Ride) 

S. 288th Street S. 288th Street 

FWTC S. Dash Point Road  

 

1.7.2 Evaluating Station Locations 

Eleven station locations (four baseline stations, four potential additional stations on SR 99, and 

three potential additional stations on I‐5) were evaluated using primarily the same evaluation 

measures as described for evaluation of the Level 2 alignment alternatives, Objective 3: Serve 

Supportive Land Use Plans and Economic Development Objectives. These measures were 

applied to a half‐mile radius around each potential station location in order to provide a more 

direct comparison between potential station locations. Additional measures for station 

boardings, access to activity centers and motorized access were also included. For more details 

on the specific measures, see Chapter 7 of this report. 

 

 Daily project ridership and station 

boardings 

 Travel time 

 Existing land use  

 Planned land use  

 High Density/TOD Zoning 

 Underutilized parcels  

 Population  

 Employment  

 Households  

 Access to regional activity centers 

 Parking opportunities  

 Motorized access 

 Non‐motorized access 

 Estimated costs 

 

1.7.3 Station Location Evaluation Results 

Exhibit 1‐7 contains a summary of the station location evaluation. The summary graphic is 

organized by the evaluation criteria used to collect and analyze data. For a more detailed look 

at the station results by measure, refer to Chapter 7 of this report.  
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Exhibit 1-7 
Station Data Summary 
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1.7.4 Station Location Findings and Conclusions 

The purpose of this section is to summarize the station evaluation findings and conclusions in a 

more comparative way to understand and document which station locations could be expected 

to be stronger performing stations and which would be weaker performing stations. 

The data compiled for the station location evaluation has been grouped into some general 

categories that put related characteristics together, as follows. 

1. Transit characteristics: Includes ridership, increase in travel time, capital costs, and 

operations costs.  

2. Existing conditions: Includes existing land use, proximity to activity centers, existing 

population and employment. 

3. Potential for TOD: Includes planned land uses, TOD and high‐density zoning and vacant 

and underutilized parcels. 

4. Access: Includes motorized and non‐motorized access such as roadway access, park‐

and‐ride access, bus access, pedestrian and bike access. 

5. Included and authorized in the ST2 Plan or not. 

Table 1‐6 summarizes the evaluation of each station by these generalized categories, with the 

exception of transit characteristics, which were found to be similar for all alternatives. It 

includes a generalized brief discussion about each of the above categories for each of the 

station locations. The results are also shown on Exhibit 1‐8, with the strongest stations at the 

top of the results and the weaker stations lower in the results. 

The results of the station evaluation indicate that all baseline stations (Kent/Des Moines, S. 

272nd, FWTC) would be expected to perform strongly because they have transit supportive 

existing and planned land use and/or good multi‐modal access. In addition, two of the potential 

additional station locations, located at S. 216th Street and S. 260th Street at SR 99, show promise 

as potential future light rail stations. The remaining five station locations do not appear to be as 

strong candidates for future light rail stations because they do not have supportive existing or 

planned land use and/or good multimodal access. 
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TABLE 1-6 
Summary of Station Findings 

Station Existing Conditions Potential for TOD Access 
ST2 

Authorized 
Baseline 

Kent Des/Moines  

High diversity, includes single-
family, multi-family, commercial 
and institutional; highest 
population and HCC as 
employment base 

Higher, mix of 
commercial, mixed use, 
and residential planned 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians 

Yes 

S. 272nd Street 
(Redondo Heights 
Park-and-Ride) 

Moderate diversity, includes 
single-family, multi-family, and 
commercial; moderate population 
and employment base 

Higher, mix of 
commercial, mixed use, 
and residential 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians  

Yes 

S. 272nd Street (Star 
Lake Park-and-Ride) 

Primarily single family and multi-
family residential; moderate 
population and low employment 
base 

Lower, primarily 
residential 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians 

Yes 

FWTC Primarily commercial with some 
residential and park; high 
population and highest 
employment base 

Higher, over 50% mixed 
use 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians 

No 

SR 99 

S. 216th Street 

High diversity, includes single-
family, multi-family, commercial 
and institutional; moderate 
population and high employment 
base 

Planned mixed use and 
commercial in Pacific 
Ridge area 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, bike lanes and 
sidewalks present on S. 
216th 

No 

S. 260th Street  

Mix of single family residential, 
multi-family residential and 
commercial; moderate population 
and employment base 

Moderate, planned 
increase in single family 
residential, multi-family 
residential and 
commercial; highest 
amount of underutilized 
parcels  

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians  

No 

S. 288th Street 

Primarily single family and multi-
family residential; moderate 
population and employment base 

Lower, predominantly 
single family residential 

Moderate vehicle and 
good transit access, 
improvements planned for 
bikes and pedestrians  

No 

S. Dash Point Road 

Primarily single family residential; 
moderate population and lower 
employment base 

Lower, predominantly 
single family residential 

Moderate vehicle and 
good transit access, 
improvements planned for 
bikes and pedestrians 

No 

I-5 

S. 216th Street 

High diversity, includes single-
family, multi-family, commercial 
and institutional; moderate 
population and high employment 
base 

Planned mixed use in 
Pacific Ridge area 

No north/south access or 
transit service, bike lanes 
and sidewalks on S. 216th 
Street west of I-5 

No 

S. 260th Street 

Mix of single family residential, 
multi-family residential and 
commercial; moderate population 
and employment base 

Lower, predominantly 
single family residential 

No north/south access or 
transit service, 
improvements planned for 
bikes and pedestrians 

No 

S. 288th Street 

Primarily single family and multi-
family residential; moderate 
population and low employment 
base 

Lower, predominantly 
single family residential 

No north/south access, 
one transit route, 
improvements planned for 
bikes and pedestrians 

No 

Note: Ridership, increase in travel time, capital costs and operations costs would be similar for all station locations. 
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Exhibit 1-8 

Level 2 Station Results 
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1.8 Summary Conclusions and Next Steps 

All of the alignment alternative evaluated in Level 2 will be presented to the public during the 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) scoping period including: 

 SR 99 Elevated Median 

 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side (with SR 99 Elevated Median) 

 I‐5 Mixed West Side 

 I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median 

 SR 99 Hybrid 

In addition, the results of the station location evaluation will be presented. This evaluation 

indicated that all of the baseline station locations performed strongly and two potential 

additional stations show good promise.  

Based on input received during the EIS scoping period, these alignment and station alternatives 

may be further refined. Subsequently, the Sound Transit Board will identify which alternatives 

to carry forward for further development, analysis, and environmental review under the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). 

The potential effects of the FWTE Project would be such that a NEPA/SEPA EIS is expected to be 

prepared to document the impacts of the project alternatives, and inform the decision making 

process. Work on the Draft EIS will start at the end of 2013 and take approximately 12 to 18 

months to complete. A No Build Alternative will be identified to provide the basis for 

comparison of the impacts and benefits of the build alternatives.  

Multiple build alternatives are expected to be studied in the Draft EIS. Following public review 

and comment on the Draft EIS, the Sound Transit Board of Directors is expected to identify a 

preferred alternative for study in the Final EIS. Once a preferred alternative has been identified, 

Sound Transit will begin preliminary engineering on the preferred alternative and develop a 

Final EIS. Following publication of the Final EIS, the Sound Transit Board is expected to select 

the project to build and operate. Sound Transit anticipates FTA will issue a Record of Decision 

(ROD) in 2016 and the project will then move into final design, followed by construction, start‐

up and testing, and ultimately operation. Service is planned to begin in 2023. 
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2.0 Introduction 

This chapter provides an introduction to the Alternatives Analysis (AA) phase of the Federal 

Way Transit Extension (FWTE) project, some background on the study corridor, and an 

overview of the AA process.  

The Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority (Sound Transit) intends to extend regional 

high capacity transit (HCT) between the cities of SeaTac and Federal Way. The Sound Transit 2 

(ST2) Plan, approved by voters in 2008, included environmental study and design of this 

extension. This 7.6 mile extension would extend HCT south from the future Angle Lake Station 

terminus of the Sound Transit Link light rail system at S. 200th Street in SeaTac (scheduled to 

open in 2016) to the Federal Way Transit Center at S. 317th Street. The voter‐approved 

additions to the ST Central Link light rail system over the next few years will bring 36 new miles 

of service to the north, south, and east, creating a 55‐mile light rail system serving the Puget 

Sound region. 

The FWTE will help fulfill regional plans developed by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) 

and Sound Transit. PSRC’s Vision 2040 (PSRC 2009) and Sound Transit’s 2005 Regional Transit 

Long‐Range Plan (Sound Transit 2005) both call for future HCT in the FWTE corridor. Exhibit 2‐1 

shows the Regional Transit System Plan map. Exhibit 2‐2 shows the project study area. 

 



2.0 Introduction 

Federal Way Transit Extension 2-2 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

 

EXHIBIT 2-1 
Sound Transit Current Service and Future Projects 
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EXHIBIT 2-2 
FWTE Project Study Area 
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2.1 Relationship of this Study to Project Development 

This report summarizes the portion of the AA process that has been completed to identify and 

evaluate viable alternatives. The purpose of this is to define the transportation needs in the 

corridor and identify alternatives to study in the EIS. While this AA is a local process, because 

the resulting project would potentially use some federal funding, and the Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) is the steward of federal transit funding, the FTA’s general guidelines for 

how to conduct AA have been incorporated into the study. 

The alternatives that best meet the project Purpose and Need would later be analyzed in a 

draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA) and under the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The study has 

identified an initial range of potential alternatives (based on previous plans and studies and 

input from the public and agencies) and evaluated the alternatives to determine which of the 

alternatives have the most promise and should undergo further study and design during the EIS 

process. At the end of the project development process, the preferred project will be selected 

by the Sound Transit Board and moved forward into further design, construction and eventual 

operations. 

The Level 1 evaluation applied both qualitative and quantitative criteria to measure the 

benefits, effects, and costs of the Level 1 alternatives. The best‐performing alternatives from 

Level 1 were carried forward for further study in Level 2.  

The Level 2 evaluation further developed the alternatives that were carried forward and then 

applied more rigorous criteria and analyses to that remaining, smaller set of alternatives. This 

evaluation compares each alternative’s strengths and weaknesses relative to the other Level 2 

alternatives. The technical analysis results of this Level 2 screening, along with the results of the 

scoping process, will be presented to the Sound Transit Board for identification of the 

alternatives that should be carried forward for more detailed analysis in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

Exhibit 2‐3 illustrates the steps in the AA process. 
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EXHIBIT 2-3 
Alternatives Analysis Process 
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For the FWTE Sound Transit plans to maintain eligibility for future federal New Starts funding 

from the FTA. To be eligible for federal funding the planning process for the project must be 

done in compliance with FTA planning and project development guidance. 

The new transportation funding bill, Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP‐21), 

eliminates the formal AA requirement from the New Starts Program and instead relies on the 

review of alternatives performed during the metropolitan planning and environmental 

processes. However, in the FWTE corridor the AA process is continuing to evaluate a range of 

alternatives in order to complete a thorough corridor‐focused planning process. The following 

chapters document this local planning process both prior to initiation of the FWTE project and 

as part of this alternatives analysis. 

Throughout the AA and NEPA/SEPA processes, Sound Transit is committed to engaging the 

public, agencies, and key stakeholders. Agencies involved in the Interagency Working Group 

include each city in the corridor (SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent and Federal Way), Washington State 

Department of Transportation (WSDOT), PSRC, Highline Community College, and King County 

Metro. Key stakeholders include local community and business organizations and community 

service providers. Input from each of these groups (public, agencies, and stakeholders) is 

important throughout the process to ensure that community concerns and issues are 

considered during the evaluation and design process. 

2.2 Purpose and Need of the Federal Way Transit Extension 
Project 

The purpose of the FWTE is to expand the Sound Transit Link light rail system from SeaTac to 

the cities of Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way in King County in order to meet the following 

objectives: 

 Provide a rapid, reliable, accessible, and efficient alternative for travel to and from the 

corridor and other urban growth and activity centers in the region with sufficient capacity 

to meet projected demand. 

 Expand mobility alternatives to traveling on congested roadways and improve connections 

to the regional multimodal transportation system with peak and off‐peak service. 

 Provide the HCT infrastructure to support adopted regional and local land use, 

transportation, and economic development plans. 

 Advance the long‐range vision, goals, and objectives for transit service established by the 

Sound Transit Long‐Range Plan for high‐quality regional transit service connecting major 

activity centers in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties. 

 Implement a financially feasible system that seeks to preserve and promote a healthy 

environment. 
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The following conditions within the project corridor demonstrate the need for the project: 

 North‐south transit demand is expected to grow by 30 to 40 percent by 2035 as a result of 

residential and employment growth in the FWTE corridor and regionally. 

 The FWTE corridor population is a highly transit‐dependent population with needs for 

efficient, reliable regional connectivity. 

 Congestion on I‐5 and on the key corridor arterials leading in and out of the study area will 

increase and further degrade existing transit performance and reliability. 

 There is a lack of reliable and efficient peak and off‐peak transit service connecting people in 

the FWTE corridor with the region’s growth centers. 

 Regional and local plans call for HCT in the corridor consistent with PSRC’s VISION 2040 and 

the Regional Transit Long‐Range Plan.  

 Implementing the project will help meet environmental and sustainability goals of the state 

and region, including reducing vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. 

Any alternative evaluated for the FWTE must demonstrate the ability to address these needs 

and achieve the project purpose. 

2.3 Summary of Level 1 Evaluation 

The Level 1 evaluation consisted of several steps, including: an analysis of comments received 

during the early scoping period, development of an initial list of mode and alignment 

alternatives, a pre‐screening of alternatives that did not meet the objectives identified in the 

Purpose and Need for the FWTE project, and an analysis of the Level 1 alternatives based on 

evaluation criteria established for the Level 1 evaluation. For more details, refer to the FWTE 

Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report. 

2.3.1 Summary of Early Scoping Process 

Feedback received during the early scoping period was positive and indicated a desire for 

improved transit service in the project area. Alternatives considered include different modes, 

profiles, and alignments. Mode refers to the method of transportation, such as bus or light rail. 

Profile refers to a vertical orientation, such as above grade (elevated), at‐grade, below‐grade 

(retained cut or tunnel), or mixture these. Alignment refers to the horizontal location within a 

corridor. Comments provided by agencies, local jurisdictions, institutions, and members of the 

general public indicate a strong preference for light rail transit. Stakeholders expressed 

concerns about parking, travel time, multimodal connections, and connections to Tacoma and 

to other transit facilities. Comments received on alignment, profile preference, and station 

locations were varied; strong preferences for one specific alignment, profile, or station location 

did not emerge. 
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For a more detailed explanation of the Early Scoping results, see the FWTE Early Scoping 

Summary Report.  

2.3.2 Summary of Pre-Screening Process 

Some of the modes, profiles and alignment alternatives were not evaluated in the Level 1 

process because they would not meet the stated purpose and need for the project or they had 

design features that would substantially increase the project cost compared to other 

alternatives without providing substantial benefits. Table 2‐1 lists the results of the pre‐

screening process, identifying the alternatives that were not further evaluated in Level 1. 

Table 2-1 

Results of Pre-Screening: Alternatives Not Evaluated in Level 1 
Alternative Type Alternative Corridor Reason for Not Evaluating in Level 1 

Mode 

Transportation System 
Management (TSM) 

I-5 or SR 99 Would not meet Purpose & Need 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) I-5 or SR 99 
Greater travel time, lower capacity, and 
inconsistency with existing local plans 

Profile Tunnel SR 99 Unnecessary risk and cost 

Alignment 

East Side I-5 
Higher cost, reduced accessibility, and 
inconsistency with local plans 

Crossing at S. 272nd Street 
I-5 and SR 99 
combination 

Increased travel time and avoidable 
environmental impacts 

Behind Businesses- West Side SR 99 
Higher cost and lower ridership than other 
similar alternatives 

West Side 24th Avenue S. 
Extensive impacts to parks and other community 
facilities 

 

2.3.3 Alternatives Evaluated in Level 1 

Table 2‐2 lists the light rail alternatives that were considered in the Level 1 evaluation. 
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Table 2-2 

Level 1 Alternatives 

Corridor Profile 

SR 99 

At-grade Median 

Mixed Median  

Elevated Median 

Elevated West Side 

Elevated East Side  

I-5 
Mixed West Side 

Mixed Median 

30th Avenue S. 

At-grade Median 

Elevated Median 

Elevated West Side 

Elevated East Side  

24th Avenue S. 

At-grade Median 

Elevated Median 

Elevated East Side 

 

A detailed explanation of the evaluation criteria used to analyze the Level 1 alternatives can be 

found in the FWTE Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report, Chapter 5.  

2.3.4 Summary of Level 1 Results 

Based on the results of the Level 1 evaluation, the following alternatives are evaluated in the 

Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report: 

 SR 99 Elevated Median 
 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side (with SR 99 Elevated Median) 
 I‐5 Mixed West Side 
 I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median 
 SR 99 Hybrid (see below) 

The results of the Level 1 analysis showed that different segments of each of the SR 99 

alternatives could work, but each one of them as a “stand alone” alternative had substantial 

flaws. A combination of conceptual design elements (a mix of east side, west side, and median 

alignment; at‐grade and elevated profile) could result in an alternative that operates better 

with less adverse effects than the “stand alone” SR 99 alignment alternatives studied in Level 1. 

For the Level 2 evaluation, this new alternative became the “hybrid” alternative. 
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2.4 Organization of this Report 

This report is organized by the following chapters: 

Chapter 1 – Executive Summary: This chapter provides an overview of the alternatives 

evaluated in this study and the key findings and conclusions.  

Chapter 2 – Introduction: This chapter provides an introduction to the alternatives analysis 

phase of the FWTE, some background on the corridor and an explanation of the alternatives 

analysis process. 

Chapter 3 – Definition of Alternatives: This chapter describes the Level 2 alternatives. Maps 

and cross‐sections of each alternative are provided here. 

Chapter 4 – Evaluation Criteria: This chapter presents the evaluation criteria used to examine 

and compare the alternatives defined in Chapter 3. These criteria relate directly to the Purpose 

and Need goals and objectives for the project. 

Chapter 5 – Alignment Alternatives Data Results: This chapter provides the results of how each 

Level 2 alternative, described in Chapter 3, performs under each criterion described in Chapter 

4. Results are organized by criteria and provide a comparison between alternatives for each 

criterion. 

Chapter 6 – Level 2 Findings and Conclusions – Alignment Alternatives: This chapter 

summarizes the key findings of each alternative as they relate to the evaluation criteria, and 

draws conclusions about the relative performance of each alternative.  

Chapter 7 – Station Evaluation: This chapter identifies the station locations that are evaluated 

in Level 2 and provides the results of this evaluation. 

Chapter 8 – Next Steps: This chapter indicates what steps will be taken next to advance the 

project, and how those steps fit in to the overall project development timeline.  
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3.0 Definition of Alternatives 

The purpose of this chapter is to document the definition of the five alternatives evaluated in 

Level 2 of the Federal Way Transit Extension (FWTE) Alternatives Analysis (AA). Four of these 

alternatives were identified as exhibiting strong performance during the Level 1 evaluation and 

carried forward for further analysis in Level 2. The fifth is a “hybrid” made up of parts of 

multiple SR 99 alignment alternatives, that has been designed to capture the best‐performing 

parts of the elevated alignments on the east, west, and in the median of SR 99. The SR 99 

Hybrid alternative was not evaluated in Level 1 in the configuration it has in Level 2, but nearly 

all of its components came from elements that were previously evaluated in Level 1. 

3.1 Overview of Level 2 Alternatives 

Entering the Level 2 evaluation, there were two alternatives on I‐5, two alternatives on SR 99, 

and one that uses both SR 99 and 30th Avenue S. The Level 2 alternatives are listed below and 

shown schematically in Exhibit 3‐1.  

 SR 99 Elevated Median 

 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side (with SR 99 Elevated Median) 

 SR 99 Hybrid 

 I‐5 Mixed West Side 

 I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median 

The use of “mixed” in the names of the I‐5 alternatives refers to their vertical profile. It is 

intended to indicate that the tracks would be at‐grade in some locations and on an elevated 

structure in others. While it is possible that the proposed guideway could go under some 

roadways along I‐5, those segments would be at‐grade for this analysis. Tunnel segments were 

suggested during early scoping, but the pre‐screening process, documented in the Level 1 

Alternatives Screening Report, removed tunnels from further consideration for any alignment. 
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Level 2 Alternatives 
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3.1.1 Stations 

Each of the five Level 2 alignment alternatives has been evaluated with three proposed stations 

locations as defined by previous planning documents, including:  

 Kent/Des Moines station (near S. 240th Street) 

 S. 272nd Street station  

 Federal Way Transit Center (FWTC)/S. 317th Street station 

The specific location of the S. 272nd Street station would vary depending on the alignment 

alternative. For example, a stop at “S. 272nd Street” along I‐5 would be at or near the existing 

Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride, while along SR 99 it would be at or near the existing Redondo Heights 

Park‐and‐Ride. Although Chapter 7 documents the analysis of some additional potential station 

locations in the project study area, only these three general station locations were assumed for 

the Level 2 comparison of alignment alternatives. 

Because the timing of funding for construction of the entire project is uncertain, each of these 

three stations could represent an interim southern terminus of the Link Light Rail system when 

it is built. Although the FWTC represents the southern limit of the Federal Way Transit 

Extension study, a further extension of the system south to Tacoma is in Sound Transit’s 

Regional Transit Long Range Plan. 

3.1.2 Alignment Design 

The alignment alternatives have been developed with attention to the design speed of the 

tracks. A key design objective for the project has been to optimize the time it takes for a light 

rail train to travel through the corridor, which in most cases means to design assuming that the 

vehicles can travel their maximum speed for the type of guideway, power, and control systems 

in place elsewhere on the Link system, which is 55 mph. Design speed was considered along 

with other issues including property impacts, utility impacts, and traffic operations constraints 

to define the Level 2 alternative alignments. 

3.1.3 Operations Plan 

The light rail operations plan describes how frequently and in what hours of the day trains 

would run, in addition to which stations would be served and what the train lengths would be. 

This operations plan is the same for each of the five alternatives considered in the Level 2 

evaluation. The light rail service would be provided at headways (distance or time between 

vehicles in a transit system) based on the service levels needed to meet the projected demand 

in the study area and the overall operations plan for the Link system. Peak headways are 

planned to be 8 minutes, and off‐peak headways are planned be 10 to 15 minutes, with service 
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provided between 5 a.m. and 1 a.m. (20 hours) daily. The system is designed to accommodate 

four‐car trains. 

3.1.4 Transit Integration 

Transit integration for the Level 2 alternatives was not defined specifically for each individual 

alternative, but it could vary based on whether the light rail alignment would be primarily along 

SR 99 or along I‐5. Below in the discussion of transit service integration, the integration with 

existing and other planned Link light rail service is discussed separately from integration with 

existing bus service. 

3.1.4.1 Light	Rail	

The proposed LRT service would be an extension of the existing Seattle‐oriented Link light rail 

service, including its extension from Sea‐Tac Airport south to the Angle Lake station at S. 200th 

Street, which is currently under construction. The proposed Federal Way extension would 

extend the trackway by approximately 7.5 miles to the south, such that route and schedule 

information would be modified to reflect a longer system than prior to the extension. Light rail 

riders who would board at the new stations would not be required to transfer to reach the light 

rail stations north of the Federal Way extension. The same headways, train lengths, and 

schedules would be maintained throughout the extended line. Light rail vehicles serving the 

new stations would likely be stored and maintained at the existing operations and maintenance 

facility at S. Forest Street in Seattle. 

3.1.4.2 Bus	

A preliminary concept of bus service has been developed for the study area for the purpose of 

providing information needed to generate preliminary ridership estimates in support of the 

alternatives screening process. Bus routes and headways in the corridor will be reviewed in 

greater detail during the EIS process, for potential optimization related to each EIS alternative. 

These changes could include the modification, combination, or elimination of routes, as well as 

increases or decreases in headway and/or service times (such as having routes that serve 

proposed LRT stations run more frequently). Potential changes to existing regional bus routes 

that travel in or through the study area could include: 

 Elimination of some routes that would be duplicated by the proposed project 

 Truncation of some routes that overlap with all or part of the proposed project 

 Increasing frequency on some routes that would provide feeder service to proposed LRT 

stations 
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The following bus routes serving the study area were assumed to remain the same with the 

FWTE project, as described below: 

 Inter‐county Pierce Transit routes serving the FWTC 

 RapidRide service 

 Some peak commuter routes that use I‐5 in the study area  

3.2 Detailed Descriptions of SR 99 Alternatives 

The detailed descriptions presented below for each alternative include an alignment map on an 

aerial photo background, typical cross‐section sketches and a narrative description highlighting 

key defining principles. General station locations have been identified for each alternative, but 

their specific locations and guideway alignments in the immediate vicinity of stations would be 

subject to additional design refinement in subsequent phases of the project. 

3.2.1 SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative 

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would extend south from the future Angle Lake Station 

at S. 200th Street along the west side of 28th Avenue S. Where 28th Avenue S. ends and the 

proposed SR 509 extension would cross under SR 99, the LRT guideway would be elevated west 

of SR 99 to cross SR 509, then transition to the SR 99 median. The guideway would be 

supported by columns located generally between the SR 99 northbound and southbound travel 

lanes in most locations. Where a planted (or otherwise un‐traversable) median 12 or more feet 

wide exists today, the support columns would be assumed to be located there. This column 

placement could make it possible to avoid re‐building the SR 99 travel lanes at such locations. 

At intersections or where the median space is occupied by a left turn or U‐turn lane, either SR 

99 would be widened (in order to create space for columns) by relocating turn lanes, or an 

alternate method of supporting the elevated guideway (such as straddle bents or more 

sophisticated bridge structures) would be used. The alignment and a typical cross‐section for 

the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative are shown in Exhibits 3‐2 and 3‐3, respectively. 

3.2.1.1 Stations	

Stations for the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative are anticipated to be located along the 

trackway and would feature center platforms (passengers waiting for northbound and 

southbound trains would wait on the same platform) with vertical circulation elements at or 

near each end. Parking, bus transfers, auto pick‐up/drop‐off, and most other station‐related 

facilities would be located at ground level. 
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The Kent/Des Moines station would be located at or near S. 240th Street. The exact location and 

configuration would be worked out as the alignment design and station planning processes 

move forward.  

The S. 272nd Street station would be located at or near the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride. As 

with all other signalized intersections along SR 99 in the study corridor, crossing the Redondo 

Heights Park‐and‐Ride signal (S. 276th Street) with a median elevated guideway would require 

widening SR 99 and/or longer spans for the elevated structure.  

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative alignment would leave the SR 99 median between 

approximately S. 312th Street and S. 316th Street and turn east to connect with a proposed end‐

of‐line station near the FWTC. The specific guideway alignment in the FWTC station area, the 

station location, and the station platform orientation would depend on several factors and their 

relationships, including ST’s operating speed goals, existing and planned development, access 

features in the immediate area, utility conflicts, the LRT station platform’s proximity to the 

existing bus transfer facility, and the preferred alignment for a potential future extension south 

toward Tacoma. 
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EXHIBIT 3-2 
SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative Alignment 
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EXHIBIT 3-3 

SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative Typical Cross Section 

3.2.1.2 Construction	

Construction in the SR 99 median would likely require the closure of the two center lanes of the 

roadway to provide adequate separation between the construction activities and adjacent 

vehicle travel. It could also require utility relocations associated with widening SR 99 in some 

locations. 

3.2.2 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side Alternative 

For the purposes of the Level 2 evaluation, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative 

would be combined with the SR 99 Median Elevated alternative. At the north end the alignment 

would transition from the SR 99 median at around S. 220th Street and head east to 30th Avenue 

S. The elevated guideway would then continue south along the west side of 30th Avenue S. 

between the roadway and existing buildings, which are primarily multi‐family residential 

buildings, to the north of Kent‐Des Moines Road and industrial buildings to the south.  The 

elevated guideway would cross Kent‐Des Moines Road with a single span (approximately 150 to 

250 feet long) to avoid the potential negative effects that could be associated with placing a 

column in the center of the roadway. 

South of the Kent/Des Moines station, the 30th Avenue S. alignment would transition on an 

elevated guideway west to an elevated SR 99 median alignment. From there south to the end 

of the project corridor, it would be identical to the SR 99 Median Elevated alternative described 

previously. The alignment and a typical cross‐section for the 30th Avenue S. alternative are 

shown in Exhibits 3‐4 and 3‐5, respectively. 
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EXHIBIT 3-4 
30th Avenue S. West Side Alternative Alignment 
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EXHIBIT 3-5 

30th Avenue S. West Side Alternative Typical Cross Section 

3.2.2.1 Stations	

Because the 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative is identical to the SR 99 Elevated 

Median alternative at the S. 272nd Street and FWTC station areas, only the Kent/Des Moines 

station would differ in its potential location. As such, it is the only station with a location that is 

unique to the 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side Alternative.  

With the 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative, the Kent/Des Moines station would be 

located along 30th Avenue S. The exact location and configuration would be worked out as the 

alignment development and station planning processes move forward.  

3.2.2.2 Construction	

Construction along 30th Avenue S. would likely require closure of one lane of the roadway to 

provide adequate separation between the construction activities and adjacent vehicle travel. 

Because 30th Avenue S. is a two‐lane street, only one lane would remain open during 

construction. Some driveways might need to be consolidated during construction but signage 

regarding business or residential access would be provided. Where this alternative would be on 

SR 99, construction in the SR 99 median would likely require the closure of two lanes of the 

roadway (one lane in each direction) to provide adequate separation between the construction 

activities and adjacent vehicle travel. 

3.2.3 SR 99 Hybrid Alternative 

During the Level 1 evaluation, it was concluded that the SR 99 Elevated East Side and SR 99 

Elevated West Side alternatives would each have too many substantial flaws to be considered 
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further on their own. Each of these alternatives was defined for the Level 1 analysis as having 

the guideway only on one side of SR 99, however it was determined that a viable alternative 

could be designed using a combination of elements from each, with the elevated guideway on 

one side of SR 99 in certain locations and on the other side (or in the median) in other areas. In 

addition, there were areas where it appeared that the guideway could be at‐grade for certain 

side‐running segments.  

Because of the recognition that different SR 99 Level 1 alignments could work better in 

different segments of the corridor (and would not work well in others) a hybrid alignment was 

suggested for development and evaluation in Level 2. The “hybrid” alternative has been 

designed to optimize the SR 99 alignment opportunities based on knowledge gained in the 

Level 1 analysis. The hybrid alignment was designed to include the least disruptive parts of each 

previous alignment and avoid the more difficult alignment segments. The approximate 

locations where the SR 99 Hybrid alternative’s alignment would shift relative to SR 99 are 

shown in Table 3‐1. The alignment for the Hybrid alternative is shown in Exhibit 3‐6. The typical 

sections for the various segments of the alignment oriented to the west, in the median, and to 

the east of SR 99 are shown in Exhibits 3‐7, 3‐8, and 3‐9, respectively. 

Table 3-1 
SR 99 Hybrid Alternative Alignment: Segments and Descriptions Relative to SR 99 

From To Orientation Relative to SR 99 

Angle Lake Station S. 208th Street Along 28th Avenue S. and West of SR 99 

S. 208th Street North of Kent-Des Moines Road Median of SR 99 

North of Kent-Des Moines Road S. 260th Street West of SR 99 

S. 260th Street 16th Avenue S. East of SR 99 

16th Avenue S. S. 304th Street West of SR 99 

S. 304th Street S. 312th Street East of SR 99 

 

In addition to alignment variations there are some segments along the SR 99 Hybrid alternative 

where at‐grade trackway could be considered. These are all located west of SR 99 and are 

based on the surrounding land profile. There could be both potential impacts and cost savings 

resulting from at‐grade segments.  These segments are identified for general interest, but are 

not reflected in cost estimates. 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 
Alignment of SR 99 Hybrid Alternative 
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EXHIBIT 3-7 

SR 99 Hybrid Alternative Typical Cross Section (West) 

 
EXHIBIT 3-8 

SR 99 Hybrid Alternative Typical Cross Section (Median) 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 

SR 99 Hybrid Alternative Typical Cross Section (East) 

3.2.3.1 SR	99	Hybrid	Alignment	Description,	by	Segment	

Below is a brief description, by segment, of the reasons for locating the SR 99 Hybrid alternative 

as proposed in Table 3‐1 above. 

Angle Lake Station to S. 208th Street 

In this segment the guideway would be located along 28th Avenue S. because this location is 

consistent with the planned alignment of the tail tracks south of Angle Lake Station. The 

alignment was located to minimize conflict with the proposed SR 509 extension. 

S. 208th Street to North of Kent‐Des Moines Road 

The guideway would be located in the median in this segment to avoid disruption to 

commercial properties on both sides of SR 99 and to avoid high‐voltage power lines on the east 

side. 

North of Kent‐Des Moines Road to S. 260th Street 

The alignment would be located west of SR 99 to optimize commercial redevelopment 

opportunities and because crossing the Kent‐Des Moines Road intersection in the median 

would require substantial widening and reconstruction of SR 99. The alignment would remain 

on the west side of SR 99 to provide a station location close to Highline Community College and 

to avoid high‐voltage power lines on the east side. A west side alignment would also have fewer 

direct property impacts than an east side alignment in this segment.  
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S. 260th Street to 16th Avenue S. 

In this segment, the guideway would transition to east of SR 99 at S. 260th to avoid impacts to a 

health clinic and to minimize the traffic impacts of a median alignment. The east‐side alignment 

would avoid impacts to the SR 99/S. 272nd Street intersection and would allow the S. 272nd 

Street station to be located at the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride. 

16th Avenue S. to S. 304th Street 

The SR 99 Hybrid alignment would transition to the west side of SR 99 near 16th Avenue S. to 

take advantage of natural terrain variation (lower terrain on the west side helps to avoid visual 

impacts) and to avoid impacts to the S. 288th Street and S. Dash Point Road intersections. South 

of S. Dash Point road, the west‐side alignment would meet a hillside and provide an 

opportunity for the guideway to be located at‐grade, which could reduce project cost. 

S. 304th Street to S. 312th Street 

The guideway would return to the east side of SR 99 at S. 304th to avoid impacts to Federal Way 

High School and to position the guideway for connecting to the FWTC. 

3.2.3.2 Stations	

Stations associated with the SR 99 Hybrid alignment would be located in the same basic areas 

as for the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative (Kent/Des Moines, S. 272nd Street, and FWTC). The 

Kent‐Des Moines station would likely be located between Kent‐Des Moines Road and the 

vicinity of S. 240th Street. The alignment would be just east of SR 99 at S. 272nd Street, and the 

S. 272nd Street station would be located east of SR 99 between SR 99 and the bus turnaround 

area at the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride. The exact location and configuration of each 

station would be worked out as the alignment design and station planning processes move 

forward. 

3.2.3.3 Construction	

Where the SR 99 Hybrid would be aligned to the east or west of SR 99, up to one lane of traffic 

would be likely to close during construction, which could affect the business access and transit 

(BAT) lane. Driveways might need to be consolidated during construction but signage regarding 

business access would be provided. Portions of the SR 99 Hybrid alternative that would be in 

the median would have construction effects to traffic that would be similar to the SR 99 

Elevated Median alternative.  
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3.3 Detailed Descriptions of I-5 Alternatives 

The I‐5 corridor studied is generally along west side of the I‐5 right‐of‐way, which is adjacent to 

primarily single family land uses, except at the interchanges at Kent‐Des Moines Road and S. 

317th/320th streets. The two alternatives within this corridor are designed to connect access 

points at freeway interchanges to optimize ridership by balancing the need for LRT system 

access with the need to serve regional destinations. 

The I‐5 alternatives are subject to ongoing review and coordination with WSDOT. The SR 167, 

SR 509, and I‐5 Puget Sound Gateway Project (“the Gateway Project”) is a long‐term effort to 

improve roadway access to the ports of Seattle and Tacoma, in the interest of maintaining and 

enhancing Washington’s global economic competitiveness. The Gateway Project features three 

projects that, when combined, could add substantial width to I‐5 in the FWTE project study 

area. In some parts of the study area, this additional roadway width would occupy all or most of 

the available WSDOT right of way. 

The two I‐5 alternatives being considered in this Level 2 screening process are subject to 

substantial change as new information becomes available about the spatial needs of the 

Gateway Project. Although these widening projects are not currently funded, discussions 

continue regarding the appropriate placement of the proposed LRT guideway along I‐5. The 

assumptions contained in this report about LRT guideway placement represent the best 

information available at the time regarding ROW availability and WSDOT design coordination. 

3.3.1 I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative 

At the north end of the corridor (just south of the future Angle Lake Station), the I‐5 Mixed 

West Side alternative would be identical to the other alternatives, extending the elevated 

guideway from the Angle Lake Station to the south along 28th Avenue S. After crossing over SR 

99 and the proposed SR 509, the guideway would turn southeast to run along the south side of 

the proposed SR 509 to I‐5, then it would turn south along the west side of the I‐5 right‐of‐way. 

Near S. 316th Street the alignment would turn west toward the FWTC. The specific alignment of 

the guideway and FWTC station in this area has not been determined. The alignment and 

typical cross‐section for the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative are shown in Exhibits 3‐10 and 3‐

11, respectively.  

“Mixed” refers to the profile, and it would include a combination of elevated and at‐grade 

segments. This alternative would be elevated for the most part, and would be grade‐separated 

from all east‐west cross‐streets south of the SR 509/I‐5 interchange (S. 216th Street, Kent‐Des 

Moines Road [SR 516], S. 259th Place, S. 272nd Street, Military Road S. [twice], and S. 288th 

Street) as well as other potential obstacles. The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative’s proposed 
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location places it close to several facilities that could affect both the alignment and profile, 

including Highline Water District storage tanks, Puget Sound Energy’s Midway Switch 

Station/Freeway Substation, Midway Landfill, Mark Twain Elementary School, and the Truman 

High School complex. 

This alternative is subject to ongoing review and coordination with WSDOT. The “Gateway 

Project” is a long‐term effort to improve roadway access to the ports of Seattle and Tacoma, in 

the interest of maintaining and enhancing Washington’s global economic competitiveness. The 

Gateway Project features projects that, when combined, could add substantial width to I‐5 in 

the FWTE project study area. In some parts of the study area, this additional roadway width 

would occupy all or most of the available WSDOT right‐of‐way. 

3.3.1.1 Stations	

The stations associated with the I‐5 Mixed West Side Alternative would serve the same general 

transit markets as the three SR 99‐based alternatives: Kent/Des Moines, S. 272nd Street, and 

FWTC. At S. 272nd Street the station platform would be located at the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride. 

The Kent/Des Moines and FWTC station locations would be driven more by local factors and by 

the alignment of a potential future extension further south to Tacoma than by the choice of 

FWTE alignment alternatives.  The exact station locations and configurations would be worked 

out as the alignment development and station planning processes move forward. 

3.3.1.2 Construction	

The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would be along the west side of I‐5 and would likely have 

some effects at or near the I‐5 southbound on‐ and off‐ramps but would not likely affect any I‐5 

mainline operations or require lane closures on I‐5 in the study area. 
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EXHIBIT 3-10 
Alignment of I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative 
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EXHIBIT 3-11 

I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative Typical Cross Section 

3.3.2 I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Alternative 

The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would be similar to the I‐5 Mixed West Side 

alternative from the north end of the project area to the S. 240th Street area. At that point, the 

guideway would transition from the west side of I‐5 to the I‐5 median via elevated structure. It 

would remain in the I‐5 median to the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride area, where it would transition 

back to the west side so that the S. 272nd Street station could be located close to the Park‐and‐

Ride and avoid issues involved with fitting the station footprint in the median. South of the 

station, the guideway would transition back to the freeway median via elevated structure. Near 

S. 316th Street, the alignment would turn west toward the FWTC. The alignment for the 

guideway and station in this area has not been fully developed, but for the purposes of this 

study, it has been assumed to follow S. 317th Street and terminate at 21st Avenue S.  The 

alignment and typical cross‐sections for the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative are shown 

in Exhibits 3‐12, 3‐13, and 3‐14, respectively. 

3.3.2.1 Stations	

The stations for the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would be in similar locations as the 

stations for the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative. The two I‐5 alternatives would serve a 

Kent/Des Moines station, and both would have a station located near the east edge of the Star 

Lake Park‐and‐Ride. The FWTC station would be configured the same whether the LRT 

guideway along I‐5 is located in the median or along the west side of the right of way. 
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3.3.2.2 Construction	

Where the I‐5 Mixed West/Median alternative would be in the median of I‐5, it would likely 

require full lane closures of the northbound and southbound HOV lanes on I‐5 due to the 

proximity of construction activities to the travel lanes and the high operating speed on I‐5. 

Where this alternative would be along the west side, it would likely have some effects at or 

near the I‐5 southbound on‐ and off‐ramps at S. 272nd Street but would not likely affect any I‐5 

mainline operations or require lane closures on I‐5 in these sections. 
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EXHIBIT 3-12 
I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Alternative Alignment 
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 EXHIBIT 3-13 

I-5 Mixed Median/West Side Alternative Typical Cross Section for West Side Segments 

 

 
EXHIBIT 3-14 

I-5 Mixed Median/West Side Alternative Typical Cross Section for Median Segments 
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4.0 Evaluation Criteria 

The criteria used to evaluate the Level 2 alternatives originated from objectives derived from 

the project’s Purpose and Need, described in Chapter 2. These objectives are: 

 Objective 1: Provide an effective transportation solution to meet mobility needs 

 Objective 2: Support equitable mobility 

 Objective 3: Serve supportive land use plans and economic development objectives 

 Objective 4: Preserve a healthy environment 

 Objective 5: Design an affordable and constructible project 

Table 4‐1 presents the evaluation criteria established for the Level 2 evaluation. It shows how 

each relates to Level 1 measures and the objectives with which they correspond. Each criterion 

has one or more quantitative or qualitative measures that are listed below and further 

described later in this chapter. They are intended to differentiate between alternatives in terms 

of project performance and potential effects. Some measures from the Level 1 evaluation were 

found to not provide meaningful differentiation between alternatives, or they do not 

differentiate between the alternatives that are being evaluated in Level 2. These measures are 

identified in the table below, and when possible, new measures were identified to attempt to 

better differentiate between the Level 2 alternatives.  

Table 4-1 
Level 2 Evaluation Criteria and Measures 

Purpose and 
Need 

Objective 

Evaluation 
Criterion 

Level 1 Measures Level 2 Measures 

Provide 
Effective 
Transportation 
Solution to 
Meet Mobility 
Need 

Ridership potential 
(2035) 

M1: 2035 daily project riders and 2035 
annual project riders  

Daily and annual project ridership  

Station boardings  

M2: Travel time in study area Travel time  

Connections to 
regional multimodal 
transportation 
systems 

M3: Transit integration with Link system Integration with Link system  

M4: Transit integration with facilities in 
the study area 

Integration with bus facilities and services  

Support 
Equitable 
Mobility 

Transit-dependent 
and Environmental 
Justice populations 

EM5: Low-income population within ½ 
mile of station 

Does not differentiate between alternatives; 
not considered in Level 2  

EM6: Elderly population (age 65 or 
older) within ½ mile of station 

Does not differentiate between alternatives; 
not considered in Level 2 

EM7: Youth population (age 16 or 
younger) within ½ mile of station 

Does not differentiate between alternatives; 
not considered in Level 2 

EM8: 0-car households within ½ mile of 
stations 

Does not differentiate between alternatives; 
not considered in Level 2 

 

Student poverty 

Subsidized housing 

 Cost of commuting 
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Purpose and 
Need 

Objective 

Evaluation 
Criterion 

Level 1 Measures Level 2 Measures 

Access to express transit  

Minority populations 

Support Land 
Use Plans and 
Economic 
Development 

Transit-supportive 
land use and 
economic 
development 
policies 

LU9: How well an alternative provides 
enhanced mobility to existing high 
density land use centers 

Existing land use  

Planned land use  

High Density/TOD zoning 

Underutilized parcels  

Population  

Employment  

Households  

Parking opportunities  

Non-motorized access  

Preserve a 
Healthy 
Environment 

Effect on natural 
environment 

EN10: Impacts on wetlands Wetlands  

EN11: Potential to affect streams 
crossings 

Streams  

Effect on built 
environment 

EN12: Visual aesthetic impacts of 
alternative 

Visual effects  

EN13: Potential property acquisition Potential displacements  

EN14: Impacts to known parks 
Does not differentiate between alternatives; 
not considered in Level 2  

EN15: Number of community facilities 
affected 

Community facilities  

EN16: Impacts on known or eligible 
historic or other sensitive properties 
access; number 

Does not differentiate between alternatives; 
not considered in Level 2  

EN17: Number of potentially impacted 
noise receptors 

Noise  

 Vibration  

EN18: Level of Service (LOS) at 
intersections; evaluation of 
capacity/flow (existing conditions) Traffic  
EN19: Traffic circulation and access; 
number of mid-block opportunities 

 Construction effects  

Design an 
Affordable and 
Constructible 
Project 

Design 
considerations 

DC20: Potential utility effects Utilities  

DC21: High-risk hazardous materials 
within ¼ mile of alternative 

Hazardous materials  

DC22: Geologic hazards Geologic issues  

DC23: Park-and-Ride lot locations 
Combined with parking measure under 
“Transit-supportive land use and economic 
development policies” 

System costs 
DC24: Estimated capital cost ($2013) Estimated capital cost  

DC25: Estimated annual operations and 
maintenance cost ($2013) 

Estimated operations and maintenance cost 
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Criteria used to evaluate stations are discussed in Section 7.1.4. 

4.1 Level 1 Measures Not Evaluated in Level 2 

The Level 1 evaluation showed that some measures that did not effectively differentiate 

between alternatives. The measures also would not differentiate between the alternatives in 

Level 2 because there are either no resources present for these categories in the corridor or the 

available data is collected at too large a study area.  

These measures included evaluation of effects to parks and historic resources. Although a park 

was adjacent to the 24th Avenue S. alternatives in Level 1, the S. 24th Avenue alternatives are 

not being evaluated further in Level 2, and none of the Level 2 alternatives is adjacent to an 

existing park. Only one property known to have buildings listed on, or known to be eligible for, 

the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) is present within the vicinity of any of the 

alternatives evaluated in Level 1 or Level 2. This property is the Highline Community College 

(HCC) campus, where three buildings have been determined eligible and the campus may be 

considered eligible as a historic district. The buildings are over 500 feet from any of the 

alternatives, and therefore unlikely to be directly or indirectly affected by any of the other 

alternatives. A preliminary assessment of the project area did not identify any other structures 

potentially eligible for listing on the NHRP. 

These resources are therefore not being evaluated as part of Level 2, but are expected to be 

evaluated later in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  

4.2 Objective 1: Provide Effective Transportation Solution to Meet 
Mobility Needs 

This objective has two criteria: the ridership potential of an alternative and how an alternative 

improves connections to regional multimodal transportation systems. 

Criterion: Ridership Potential (2035) ‐ This criterion is intended to illustrate the ridership 

potential based on three measures: forecasted daily and annual ridership in 2035, station 

boardings, and travel time within the corridor for each alternative. 
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TABLE 4-2 
Ridership Potential Measures 

Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Daily and annual project ridership 

Using Sound Transit forecasting model and general station area assumptions, produced 
2035 estimated daily and annual ridership. This criterion also qualitatively addressed how 
well each alternative would serve forecasted ridership.  
 
Unit of measure: Average 2035 daily and annual riders. 

Station boardings 

Using Sound Transit forecasting model and general station area assumptions, 2035 
station boardings were estimated.  
 
Unit of measure: Average 2035 daily station boardings. 

Travel time  

Travel times were developed for alternatives using a simple distance/speed estimate with 
time added for each station, and all Level 1 travel times were affirmed by Sound Transit 
operations staff.  
 
Unit of measure: One way travel time between S. 200th Street and S. 320th Street. 

 

Criterion: Connections to Regional Multimodal Transportation Systems ‐ This criterion 

addresses the connectivity of each alternative to the rest of the regional transit system and to 

existing transit routes and facilities within the study area. 

TABLE 4-3 
Connections to Regional Multimodal Transportation Systems Measures 

Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Integration with Link system 

Qualitative assessment of project effect on current and planned Link light rail system. Key 
considerations were schedule adherence, fleet management and potential extensions 
beyond the FWTE project.  
 
Unit of measure: Number of traffic signals traversed at-grade by alternative. 

Integration with bus facilities and 
services 

Using existing transit service data, assessed the number of transit vehicle trips by time of 
day at stops within ½ mile of stations, the geographic coverage of these routes, 
connections to employment centers around the region, and the ability to reassign or re-
route routes to stations (both local and regional bus routes). 
 
Unit of measure: Transit vehicle trips by alignment, trips to regional centers, and a 
qualitative assessment of the integration with the transit system. 

 

4.3 Objective 2: Support Equitable Mobility 

This objective has one criterion, which is how well an alternative improves transit access to 

transit dependent and environmental justice populations. 

Criterion: Transit Dependent and Environmental Justice Populations – In Level 1, this criterion 

evaluated transit‐dependent populations using available U.S. Census data for low‐income, 

elderly, youth, and zero‐car household populations, which did not show a substantial difference 

between alternatives due to the large size of census tracts and block groups that include much 

of the study area for both SR 99 and I‐5 corridors. In lieu of more specific census data, four new 
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measures were identified that provide additional information on low‐income populations in the 

study area that may be transit dependent and how difficult commuting to work may be in this 

area. These measures are based on the number of elementary school students in local public 

schools that qualify for free or reduced lunches due to income, the number of subsidized 

housing facilities, the average cost of a commute to work, and the area within ¼ mile of an 

express bus stop. In addition, the minority population within a ½ mile of each alternative was 

evaluated to consider the potential for improved transit service to benefit this population, as 

well as the potential for adverse effects on this population, which must be considered under 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice Impacts in Minority 

Population and Low‐Income Populations. 

TABLE 4-4 
Transit Dependent and Environmental Justice Population Measures 

Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Student poverty  

Identified percentage of elementary school population that qualifies for free or reduced lunch within 
school service areas adjacent to or intersecting an alternative centerline using data from Washington 
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction.  
 
Unit of measure: Qualitative discussion of percentage of children receiving free or reduced lunch. 

Subsidized housing 

Using PSRC data, calculated the number of U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) subsidized housing complexes and units within ½ mile of the alternative centerline.  
 
Unit of measure: Number of subsidized housing complexes and units. 

Cost of commuting  

Using PSRC data for average cost of commute of a one-way commute to work within each PSRC 
traffic analysis zone (TAZ), discussed the costs of the average commute along each alternative. 
 
Unit of measure: Qualitative discussion. 

Access to express transit 

Using PSRC data for areas within ¼ mile of an express bus stop, discussed the degree of access to 
express buses along each alternative. 
 
Unit of measure: Qualitative discussion. 

Minority Populations 

Using U.S. Census data for minority population, identified areas within the alternative study areas that 
include high minority population. 
 
Unit of measure: Qualitative discussion. 

 

4.4 Objective 3: Serve Supportive Land Use Plans and Economic 
Development Objectives 

This objective has one criterion, which is the extent to which an alternative would be consistent 

with local transit supportive plans.  

Criterion: Transit Supportive Land Use and Economic Development Policies 

The intent of this measure is to evaluate the extent to which the alternatives are consistent 

with and support local plans to create more compact, livable, and sustainable communities with 

transit in mind, and the degree to which an alternative could help facilitate implementation of 
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these plans. In Level 1, the measure for this criterion was the acreage and percentage of high‐

density zoning within each station access area. For Level 2, additional measures were identified 

to try to get better differentiation between alternatives and to allow for a clearer 

understanding of what the long‐term plans for each corridor are and the potential for transit 

supportive land use to develop adjacent to each alternative. Existing land use, planned land use 

(based on comprehensive plans), high density zoning, and an assessment of parcels that could 

be developed or redeveloped were measured, along with existing population, employment, 

households, parking opportunities, and existing and planned non‐motorized infrastructure. 
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TABLE 4-5 
Transit Supportive Land Use and Economic Development Measures 

Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Existing land use  

Determined acres and percentage of single family residential, multi-family residential, commercial, 
industrial, public and vacant land uses within ½ mile of each alternative’s centerline, using King 
County Assessor data. Land uses were generalized between jurisdictions as necessary. 
 
Unit of measure: Acres (and percent) of each existing land use. 

Planned land use  

Determined acres and percentage of planned land uses based on local comprehensive plans within ½ 
mile of each alternative’s centerline. Land uses were generalized between jurisdictions as necessary.  
 
Unit of measure: Acres (and percent) of each planned land use. 

High Density/TOD Zoning 

Determined acres and percentage of existing zoning that is either high-density residential, transit 
oriented development, or allows mixed use within a ¼ mile of the alternative centerline. Zoning data 
was obtained from the cities of SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent and Federal Way. 

Unit of measure: Acres (and percent) of high density/TOD zoning. 

Underutilized parcels  

Determined number of acres considered underutilized based on ratio of building to land value within ½ 
mile of the alternative centerline. Underutilized parcels are those with a ratio of improvement value to 
land value of 1:1 or less. 
 
Unit of measure: Acres (and percent) of underutilized land. 

Population  

Determined total population within ½ mile of the alternative centerline based on U.S. Census data. 
Population was estimated based on percentage of each census block within study area.  
 
Unit of measure: Total population (rounded to nearest 1,000). 

Employment  

Determined total employment within ½ mile of the alternative centerline based on data supplied by the 
Employment Securities Department (ESD) through PSRC. Employment data exists as points that were 
be aggregated for a ½ mile buffer around the centerline of the alternative.  
 
Unit of measure: Total employment (rounded to the nearest 1,000). 

Households  

Determined total number of households within ½ mile of the alternative centerline based on U.S. 
Census data. Households were estimated based on percentage of each census blocks within study 
area.  
 
Unit of measure: Total households (rounded to the nearest 1,000). 

Parking opportunities  

This measure included the current number of park & ride parking spaces (publicly owned or leased 
facilities) and the number of potential park & ride facilities (such as church parking lots) within ½ mile 
of each alternative. Utilization of existing park and ride lots was reported. The measure also 
qualitatively discussed areas where overflow parking from park & rides could be a problem.  
 
Unit of measure: Number and utilization of existing park-and-ride spaces, number of potential park and 
ride locations, and qualitative discussion. 

Non-motorized access  

This measure qualitatively discussed existing and planned bike and pedestrian facilities and options 
within each alternative corridor. Density of roadways that are arterials or smaller were calculated 
within ½ mile of the alternative centerline.  
 
Unit of measure: Linear feet of roadway within ½ mile of each alternative. 

 

4.5 Objective 4: Preserve a Healthy Environment 

This objective has two criteria, which are to assess the degree to which each alternative would 

have effects on the natural environment and the built environment. 
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Criterion: Effect on Natural Environment 

This criterion addresses the potential to minimize and mitigate adverse effects to the natural 

environment. The FWTE corridor is highly developed, so natural resources are generally limited 

to stream crossings and wetlands. Due to the regulatory permitting requirements associated 

with adverse effects to these resources, any adverse effects to these resources would need to 

be minimized or avoided to the extent possible. Level 1 used measures to assess the presence 

of wetlands and streams within 100 feet of each alternative. For Level 2, direct effects to 

wetland and streams were more clearly defined by identifying the potential effects to these 

resources within the project construction footprint, based on a conceptual design.  

TABLE 4-6 
Effect on Natural Environment Measures 

Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Wetlands 

Wetlands or waters of the U.S. within the alternative construction footprint were identified; because 
there is potential these could be permanently or temporarily affected. Wetland data was obtained 
from King County and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory (NWI). 

Unit of measure: Acreage of wetlands within the alternative construction footprint. 

Streams 

The length of streams within the alternative construction footprint was identified using available 
mapping of streams. It is likely any alternative that reconstructs a roadway would affect these 
crossings. Data on streams were obtained from King County. 

Unit of measure: Length of stream crossings within alternative construction footprint. 

 

Criterion: Effect on Built Environment 

The Level 1 screening evaluated the effects on the built environment based on the alternatives’ 

potential to affect the cohesion of the neighborhood and/or community resources as well as 

potential effects to residential and commercial property, parks, visual aesthetics, community 

facilities, eligible historic properties, noise receptors, traffic flow, and intersection capacity and 

level of service. Many of these measures were evaluated in Level 2 as well, with some 

refinement. As discussed earlier, parks and historic resources were not used as evaluation 

measures in Level 2 because of the lack of potential effects to these resources within the study 

area for the alternatives that are evaluated in Level 2. New measures were also added to 

evaluate potential effects to properties considered highly sensitive to vibration and to evaluate 

potential construction effects on traffic, businesses and residents. 
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TABLE 4-7 
Effect on Built Environment Measures 

Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Visual effects 

The rating considered whether important views would be blocked or if the bulk and mass of the 
light rail are not congruent with the surrounding landscape (built or natural). 
 
Unit of measure: Qualitative discussion. 

Potential displacements 

Residential and business displacements were determined based on buildings assumed to be 
removed for capital cost estimate. Number of residences or businesses within each building was 
verified using King County Assessor data and field visits.   
 
Unit of measure: Number of potential residential and business displacements. 

Community facilities  

Direct effects to community facilities were assessed by determining the number of facilities that 
would be displaced. Indirect effects were assessed by determining the number of community 
facilities within 200 feet of the alternative right-of-way. Level 1 community facility information was 
used and  was supplemented with field data collected to identify facilities not listed in King County 
Assessor data.  
 
Unit of measure: Direct: Number of displaced community facilities; Indirect: Number of community 
facilities within 200 feet  

Noise 

Using Federal Transit Administration screening guidance, Category II (residential properties and 
hotels) and Category III (schools and churches) noise receivers within 350 feet of each alternative 
were identified. The number of receivers within 350 feet of the alternative centerline was 
determined for buildings with an unobstructed view of the alternative and up to 175 feet for 
buildings with shielding from the study area. Potential noise sensitive receivers were identified 
using aerial base maps, with information verified using King County Assessor data and Google 
Earth. Updated information on Category III receivers collected during field visits was used. 
 
Unit of measure: Category II and III noise sensitive receivers potentially affected by the project. 

Vibration 

Identified number of highly sensitive locations within 100 feet of the alternative right-of-way based 
on site visit.   
 
Unit of measure: Number of highly sensitive locations.   

Traffic 

Using Level 1 results that documented where congested intersections are, evaluated the station 
and alignment characteristics by identifying level of traffic that would travel through those 
congested intersections.  This included either through traffic re-circulation caused by turn 
restrictions, mid-block u-turns or midblock access control as well as additional vehicles forecasted 
at the stations based on changes to parking supply. The parking allocation by station was based 
on the best available information to date and would be an assumption.  
 
Unit of measure: Qualitative assessment of traffic effects at each station.  

Construction effects 
A qualitative assessment of construction effects to the existing transportation system and 
businesses and residences along each alternative was developed (based on the construction 
description provided in Chapter 3, Definition of Alternatives). 

 

4.6 Objective 5: Design an Affordable and Constructible Project 

This objective has two criteria: the degree to which physical and engineering constraints and 

system costs would affect the ability to design an affordable and constructible project.  

Design Considerations 

Similar to the consideration of wetlands and water bodies, there are a number of important 

engineering considerations during Level 1 that help to inform the alternative’s future design to 

be carried into Level 2, including potential for utility relocations, encountering hazardous 
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materials and geologic hazards, and park‐and‐ride lot locations that would provide access to 

station areas. The measures used in Level 2 generally remain the same as in Level 1, although 

alternatives were looked at in greater detail relative to these measures. The Level 1 parking 

measure was consolidated with the parking evaluation for station locations in Chapter 7. 

TABLE 4-8 
Design Consideration Measures 

Evaluation Measures Methodology 

Utilities 

Easily available major utility lines were reviewed (water, sanitary sewer, and gas and oil main lines) to 
determine the potential risk and level of effect within the vicinity of the alignments. Data were obtained 
from local jurisdictions and utility companies.  
 
Unit of measure: Qualitative assessment of potential for utility relocations and conflicts. 

Hazardous materials 

Data from Environmental Data Resource (EDR), a database research company, was reviewed for 
potential high-risk hazardous materials sites that could affect construction. High risk sites within 1/8 mile 
were identified. 
 
Unit of measure: Location and number of high-risk hazardous materials site within project footprint and 
1/8 mile of alternative right-of-way. 

Geologic issues 

A qualitative geologic risks assessment was completed, including review of steep slopes, seismic ground 
shaking, liquefiable soils, fault crossings, and erosion potential from King County Geologic Hazards 
maps, U.S. Department of Agriculture soils maps, and surface geology.  
 
Unit of measure: Qualitative assessment. 

 

System Costs 
These screening measures capture the estimated capital costs to build, operate, and maintain 

the project alternatives. 

TABLE 4-9 
System Cost Measures 

Evaluation Measure Methodology 

Estimated capital cost  

Using Sound Transit's database of recent capital costs, a range of capital cost estimates was 
determined for alternatives in current year dollars.  
 
Unit of measure: Range of capital costs for alternatives ($2013). 

Estimated operations and 
maintenance cost  

Sound Transit modeled annual operations and maintenance (O&M) costs. 
 
Unit of measure: Annual O&M cost ($2013). 
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5.0 Level 2 Data Results - 
Alignment Alternatives  

The Level 2 light rail transit (LRT) alignment alternatives defined in Chapter 3 were evaluated 

using the criteria presented in Chapter 4. These criteria and the associated measures were 

driven by the project’s objectives, which in turn were based on the project’s purpose and need 

statements. Data collected for each Level 2 evaluation measure help to improve understanding 

of each alternative, which in turn facilitates the comparisons that will determine which 

alternative (or alternatives) move(s) forward for full consideration in the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) process. The data collected are presented in this chapter by criterion and 

measure, ordered the way the evaluation measures were presented in Chapter 4. 

5.1 Ridership Potential (2035) 

The ridership potential of the alternatives is a reflection of surrounding land uses and 

population, access to the station, and the travel time of the alternative. This ridership criterion 

provides a comparison of how attractive each alternative would be to potential riders in the 

greater project area.  

5.1.1 Daily and Annual Project Ridership 

The daily project ridership indicates the estimated number of riders each day within the project 

area. The annual project ridership indicates the estimated number of riders within the project 

area on an annual basis. 

Methodology 

Year 2035 daily project‐wide ridership was forecasted for the five project alternatives using 

Sound Transit’s Ridership Model. Ridership estimates were prepared for the full‐length 

alternatives to understand the potential project‐wide benefits. All of the full‐length alternatives 

included three LRT stations – Kent/Des Moines (KDM) (near S. 240th Street), S. 272nd Street, and 

Federal Way Transit Center (FWTC).  

Key considerations for the ridership forecasts are station and profile assumptions and travel 

time estimates. All I‐5 and SR 99 alternatives in the Level 2 screening are either elevated or 

otherwise grade‐separated from vehicle travel and therefore have similar travel time 

characteristics. The Level 2 ridership forecasts are based on year 2035 land use forecast and a 
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conceptual bus network that would support LRT to FWTC. A summary of the daily and annual 

ridership forecasts for the Level 2 alternatives is provided in Table 5‐1. 

Discussion of Results 

The year 2035 project‐wide ridership for all five project alternatives is forecasted to be 

approximately 23,500 riders per day. The similarity in the ridership forecasts between 

alternatives is due to the fact that two of the three station areas (Kent/Des Moines and FWTC) 

have a similar geographic location to one another and therefore serve similar markets and the 

travel times for the alternatives vary by less than one minute. 

TABLE 5-1 
Year 2035 Daily and Annual Ridership Forecasts by Alternative 

Alternative 2035 Daily Riders 2035 Annual Riders  

SR 99 Alternatives   

SR 99 Elevated Median 23,500 7.4 million 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 23,500 7.4 million 

SR 99 Hybrid 23,500 7.4 million 

I-5 Alternatives   

I-5 Mixed West Side 23,500 7.4 million 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 23,500 7.4 million 

Estimates of 2035 daily riders are rounded to the nearest 500.  
Estimates of 2035 annual riders are rounded to the nearest 0.1 million. 

Due to the I‐5 and SR 99 project alternatives having similar travel times and, for the most part, 

station areas, the alternatives show similar ridership potential.  

Key Result 

 System‐wide ridership projections are the same for all five Level 2 alternatives. 

5.1.2 Station Boardings 

Station boardings are a criterion that shows the differences in potential ridership between 

specific station locations, and indicate potential differences in attractiveness of station 

locations to riders.  

Methodology 

Year 2035 daily station boardings for the five project alternatives were calculated using Sound 

Transit’s Ridership Model. Station boarding forecasts were prepared for three project station 

areas – Kent/Des Moines, S. 272nd Street corridor, and FWTC. Key considerations for the Level 2 



5.0 Data Results 

 

Federal Way Transit Extension 5-3 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

station boarding forecasts are station access and transit integration assumptions. A summary of 

the estimated daily boardings for the alternatives is provided in Table 5‐2. 

TABLE 5-2 
Year 2035 Station Boardings by Alternative 

Alternative 

Station Area Boardings 

KDM S. 272nd St. FWTC 

SR 99 Alternatives    

SR 99 Elevated Median 3,000 2,000 8,000 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 3,000 2,000 8,000 

SR 99 Hybrid 3,000 2,000 8,000 

I-5 Alternatives    

I-5 Mixed West Side 2,500 2,000 8,500 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 2,500 2,000 8,500 

Daily boardings are rounded to the nearest 500. 

Discussion of Results 

The year 2035 daily station boardings show similarities between the I‐5 and SR 99 alternatives. 

The station with the highest daily boardings (8,000 or more) is the FWTC. The results at the 

station areas vary by approximately 500 boardings per day at the north and south ends of the 

corridor with similar boardings at the S. 272nd Street station locations for either corridor (SR 99 

versus I‐5). With boardings estimates rounded to the nearest 500, these variations are the 

smallest possible. Such variations could result from small differences in travel times and/or 

transit access to the proposed station. 

Due to the similarity in travel times and station areas between the alternatives, the station 

boardings estimates are similar at all of the three station areas within the Federal Way Transit 

Extension (FWTE) study area. 

Key Results 

 Station boardings would be the same for a S. 272nd Street station in either corridor. 

 The SR 99 alternatives would have approximately 500 more boardings at Kent/Des Moines, 

but 500 fewer boardings at the FWTC than the I‐5 alternatives. 

5.1.3 Travel Time 

Travel time is generally a reflection of the alignment length, profile, and design speed, and is a 

factor in determining the ridership potential of an alignment alternative. 
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Methodology 

Estimated travel times represent the time for light rail to travel the full length of the FWTE 

study area between the Angle Lake Station (near S. 200th Street) and the FWTC (near S. 317th 

Street). Travel times for any given segment can be affected by multiple variables including the 

alignment curvature and profile, station locations, and the effects of traffic signals, if applicable, 

in the case of at‐grade operation. A summary of the project alternative travel time is provided 

in Table 5‐3. 

TABLE 5-3 
Alternative Travel Times and Ridership Projections 

Light Rail Alternative Travel Time (minutes) 

SR 99 Alternatives  

SR 99 Elevated Median 14.5 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 15.0 

SR 99 Hybrid 14.5 

I-5 Alternatives  

I-5 Mixed West Side 14.0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 14.0 

Note: Travel Times are rounded to the nearest half minute.  

 

 

Discussion of Results 

Because all Level 2 alternatives are similar in length and the alignment profile is either elevated 

or grade‐separated from the roadway right‐of‐way, the travel times for each of the project 

alternatives are similar, ranging between 14 and 15 minutes. As noted in the discussion of the 

ridership measures, this results in similar ridership potential for all the Level 2 alternatives.  

Because all of the Level 2 project alternatives are either elevated or grade‐separated from the 

roadway right‐of‐way, all alignments have similar travel times. Minor differences in alignment 

length and curvature result in slight travel time differences of one minute or less. In particular, 

the 30th Avenue alignment is longer than the other SR 99 alternatives, and the I‐5 alignments 

are slightly shorter and have fewer curves. 

Key Results 

 The I‐5 alternatives would have a slightly faster travel time than the SR 99 alternatives. 

 The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would have the longest travel time, one 

minute longer than the I‐5 alternatives. 
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5.2 Connections to Regional Multimodal Transportation Systems 

The potential connections with the larger Link system and other transit systems in the area are 

important to understanding how the project would integrate with the regional and local transit 

systems and the quality of connections that would be provided to potential riders. 

5.2.1 Integration with Link System 

The ability of the project to integrate with the existing Link system is important because 

system‐wide integration can affect travel times and on‐time performance for the entire system. 

Methodology 

Transit integration with the Link Light Rail system was evaluated based on the potential for 

delays that the Level 2 alternatives could experience due to the alignment interfacing with 

roadway traffic, especially at traffic signals. Because all Level 2 alternatives are either fully 

elevated or grade‐separated from the roadway right‐of‐way, there are minimal opportunities 

for the light rail operations to be affected by roadway operations. The only alternative that 

could have segments with at‐grade profile is the SR 99 Hybrid alternative. Even so, the at‐grade 

sections of this alternative would occur between intersection signals and operate with full 

priority for the train and include crossing gates and other rail protection at driveways. Table 5‐4 

summarizes the number of traffic signals that each alternative would traverse at‐grade. 

TABLE 5-4 
Existing Traffic Signals Traversed by Alternative 

Alternative Traffic Signals Traversed 

SR 99 Alternatives  

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 0 

SR 99 Hybrid 0 

I-5 Alternatives  

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 

 

Discussion of Results 

By avoiding at‐grade operations, elevated alternatives are expected to be more effective at 

maintaining scheduled headways; therefore, they are not expected to affect system‐wide Link 

operations and reliability.  



5.0 Data Results 

 

Federal Way Transit Extension 5-6 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

Because all of the Level 2 alternatives would not interface with roadway operations and would 

avoid existing traffic signals, all alternatives are expected to have the ability to maintain 

scheduled service headways and would therefore have a low potential to affect system‐wide 

Link operations. 

Key Result 

 Level 2 alternatives would not affect operations of the greater Link system. 

5.2.2 Integration with Bus Facilities and Services 

Transit integration with facilities in the study area is a qualitative assessment of the interface 

between the FWTE Level 2 alternatives to existing transit services (such as King County’s 

RapidRide A Line and Sound Transit Express bus routes) and transit facilities (such as Park‐and‐

Ride lots). The way in which each alternative would integrate with existing bus facilities and 

services is reflective of the type and degree of transit access to potential FWTE stations. A half‐

mile radius was used because routes within that area could be re‐routed slightly, if necessary, 

to serve proposed LRT stations. 

Methodology 

To assess integration with existing bus service and facilities, the number of peak and off‐peak 

transit vehicle trips that would provide access to stations on an alignment was identified. The 

regional activity centers that could be accessed with these existing routes were also considered. 

A qualitative discussion of the potential effects to existing transit services and opportunities to 

connect to existing transit facilities by station area are documented in this section. Table 5‐5 

illustrates the total transit vehicle trips that serve each alternative and Exhibit 5‐1 shows how 

those transit routes/vehicle‐trips serve the greater Puget Sound regional centers (designated by 

the Puget Sound Regional Council).  

TABLE 5-5 
Total Daily Transit Vehicle Trips within ½ Mile of the Proposed Alternative 

Alternative Peak Period Off-Peak Total 

SR 99 Alternatives    

SR 99 Elevated Median 175 146 321 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 175 146 321 

SR 99 Hybrid 175 146 321 

I-5 Alternatives    

I-5 Mixed West Side 194 102 296 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 194 102 296 
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Notes: Based on Spring 2012 service from King County Metro, Pierce Transit and Sound Transit.  
Information on Regional Growth and Manufacturing and Industrial Centers can be found at http://www.psrc.org/growth/centers  

Exhibit 5-1 
Total Daily Transit Vehicle Trips from the FWTE Study Area to Regional Growth and Manufacturing and Industrial Centers 

Discussion of Results 

All alternatives along SR 99 and I‐5 would connect with existing transit service that provides 

access to about a quarter of all the jobs in the region. This service includes access to cities 

north, south and east of the FWTE study area. Results are discussed by station below. 
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Transit Routes near the Kent/Des Moines Station Area 

There are currently five King County Metro routes that serve this station area: 121, 122, 156, 

166 and RapidRide A Line. These routes connect the station area with Seattle, Burien, Tukwila, 

and Kent, as well as Sea‐Tac Airport. Of the five routes, only Route 166 serves the Kent‐Des 

Moines Park and Ride on the way to Kent. The other routes travel north on either SR 99 or 

roadways west of it through Des Moines. RapidRide A Line is the only route that serves the HCC 

area that also travels south on SR 99. In general, transit routes that serve HCC are easier to 

integrate with a station located closer to SR 99; however, the I‐5 alternatives could also be 

integrated to existing transit service along SR 99 as the SR 99 and I‐5 alignments are within 

close proximity of each other.  

Near the Kent/Des Moines station area is the Kent‐Des Moines Park‐and‐Ride. The Kent‐Des 

Moines Park‐and‐Ride is located on the east side of I‐5, north of Kent‐Des Moines Road. Seven 

King County Metro (KCM) routes and one Sound Transit Express route serve the Kent‐Des 

Moines Park‐and‐Ride lot: 158, 159, 166, 173, 192, 193, 197 and 574. These routes serve 

Lakewood, Tacoma, Federal Way, Kent, Seattle and the University District. A majority of the 

routes that serve the Kent‐Des Moines Park‐and‐Ride also serve the Federal Way Transit Center 

and Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride in the FWTE study area but do not serve areas west of I‐5 near 

HCC.  

Due to substantial congestion at the I‐5/Kent‐Des Moines Road interchange and a challenging 

pedestrian environment, the I‐5/Kent‐Des Moines Road interchange could be a substantial 

barrier for accessing any station area west of I‐5 from the Kent‐Des Moines Park‐and‐Ride and 

therefore re‐routing any of the transit routes that currently serve this park and ride to the 

Kent/Des Moines station area would likely affect that route’s operating performance.  

Transit Routes serving the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride 

Three KCM routes serve Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride lot: 173, 190 and RapidRide A Line. 

These routes serve Federal Way and Downtown Seattle as well as Sea‐Tac Airport. Routes 173 

and 190 proceed to I‐5 along S. 272nd Street and heads north to Downtown Seattle. The lack of 

transit service at the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride and more convenient bus service at other 

park and rides in the FWTE is one reason that its occupancy rate is less than ten percent.  

Two (173 and 190) of the three existing transit routes at the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride 

also serve the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride and as such would serve a station area associated with 

either the SR 99 or I‐5 alternatives without requiring any re‐routing. Re‐routing of other transit 

service to serve the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride, for example, I‐5 bus routes that stop at 
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Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride, would be unlikely as it would create out‐of‐direction travel that would 

add travel time to the route and likely affect reliability. 

Transit Routes serving the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride 

Eight King County Metro routes and one Sound Transit Express route serve the Star Lake Park‐

and‐Ride lot: 152, 173, 177, 178, 190, 192, 193, 197 and 574. These routes serve Auburn, 

Lakewood, Tacoma, Federal Way, Kent, Seattle and the University District. Most of these routes 

are destined for Downtown Seattle and/or serve the FWTC and Kent/Des‐Moines Park‐and‐Ride 

within the FWTE study area. 

The Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride is located on the west side of I‐5 at the S. 272nd Street interchange. 

Connecting RapidRide A Line with the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride would be unlikely, as it would 

require re‐routing and out of direction travel for RapidRide A Line, and this route would already 

be connected, or close to, all of the five project alternatives at the Kent/Des Moines and FWTC 

station areas. 

Transit Routes serving the Federal Way Transit Center (FWTC) 

The FWTC is a major regional transit hub with nine KCM, three Pierce Transit, and three Sound 

Transit routes, for a total of 15 routes that serve the FWTC. The nine KCM routes are: 173, 179, 

181, 182, 183, 187, 193, 197, and RapidRide A Line. The three Pierce Transit routes are 402, 

500, and 501, and all terminate at FWTC. The three ST routes are 574, 577, and 578. In addition 

to these, KCM routes 177 and 178 stop adjacent to the FWTC. With all the SR 99 and I‐5 

alternatives terminating at or near the FWTC, no re‐routing of the transit routes that serve 

FWTC is expected. 

Overall Bus Transit Integration for the FWTE Project 

Although some routes could be restructured or truncated, the I‐5 alternatives would provide 

access to, and in some cases duplicate, the existing regional express transit service that already 

serves the Kent‐Des Moines, Star Lake and FWTC Park‐and‐Ride facilities. Both the SR 99 and I‐5 

alternatives would likely have a connection to RapidRide A Line at the Kent/Des Moines and 

FWTC station areas. Due to peak period congestion at the I‐5 interchanges with Kent‐Des 

Moines Road and S. 272nd Street, rerouting of current peak‐only express bus service in the I‐5 

corridor to serve SR 99 alternatives could result in increased travel time and less reliable service 

for those routes. .  

The SR 99 alternatives would integrate better overall with existing service, in large part because 

RapidRide provides all‐day service with frequent stops between light rail stations. While the 

proposed I‐5 stations would connect to a large number of existing transit routes, they are more 
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predominantly peak‐period ones. The RapidRide A Line functions as a frequent, all‐day 

extension of the proposed service throughout the corridor. The proposed LRT service is more of 

a complement to existing transit service if it’s on 99, and somewhat more of a duplication of 

existing transit service if it’s on I‐5. 

As shown previously in Exhibit 5‐1, transit service in the study area connects to about half of 

the areas designated by the PSRC as Regional Growth Centers or as Regional Manufacturing and 

Industrial Centers. This connectivity is important because it indicates that those who live in the 

corridor are connected by transit to about 25% of the jobs in the region. To further this 

connection between housing and jobs, more than half of this transit service is peak period 

service, which addresses traditional commuter demand, rather than all‐day service, which is 

more oriented toward transit‐dependent populations and those who commute outside the 

normal “rush” hours. 

Key Results 

 SR 99 alternatives would connect to about 8 percent more daily transit vehicle trips than 

the I‐5 alternatives. This is mainly due to the all‐day frequency of service for King County 

Metro’s RapidRide A Line that accounts for close to 60 percent of the total transit vehicle 

trips associated with the SR 99 alternatives. 

 Transit routes that serve the I‐5 alternatives are more peak‐oriented, while SR 99 service 

features more all‐day service. 

 Overall, transit service within the FWTE study area connects to 18 of 35 Regional Growth 

and Regional Manufacturing and Industrial Centers in the region. These centers have 25 

percent of the total employment in the region. 

 

5.3 Transit-Dependent and Environmental Justice Populations 

A goal of the FWTE project is to support equitable mobility, which means providing similar 

options for getting around, such as transit, for all populations. The criterion for this objective is 

how well the alternative could be accessed by transit dependent populations. Measures for this 

criterion evaluated in Level 1 included U.S. Census data for low‐income, elderly, youth and zero‐

car household populations, but they did not differentiate noticeably between alternatives, and 

therefore alternate measures were identified for Level 2 to better understand the potential 

differences in transit dependent populations along each alternative alignment.  
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5.3.1 Student Poverty 

The number of children in a given area eligible for the free or reduced lunch program can serve 

as an indicator of the overall income level of that area. To qualify for this program, the family 

income must be 130% or less of the poverty level figures on the U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services Poverty Level Table.  

Methodology 

The percentage of students at each elementary school whose service area intersects with or is 

adjacent to an alternative alignment was identified and mapped. Elementary school data was 

used because they have the smallest service areas when compared to middle schools, junior 

highs, or high schools. Data for each school was obtained from the Washington State Office of 

Superintendent of Public Instruction website “Washington State Report Card” 

(http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?year=2011‐12) and the data for students 

receiving free or reduced lunches was current as of May 2012. To illustrate student poverty, 

Exhibit 5‐2 shows the elementary schools within or adjacent to each alternative and the 

percentage of each school’s students that qualify for free or reduced lunch programs. 
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Exhibit 5-2 
Percentage of Children Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch 
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Discussion of Results 

Schools near the northern edge of the study have the highest share of students who qualify for 

free or reduced lunches, with over 90% of the elementary school population. All schools whose 

service area includes the area between SR 99 and I‐5 have at least 60% qualifying, with most 

above 80%. The lowest percentage for any school adjacent to or intersecting an alternative 

alignment is Nautilus K‐8 School in Federal Way, on the west side of SR 99, which has a 

qualifying percentage of 47.5%. All other schools have qualifying populations of over 50%. 

Key Results 

 Student poverty rates are similar between alternatives.  

 Student poverty rates are highest at the north end of the project area and lowest west of SR 

99 near S. 260th Street and near S. Dash Point Road.  

5.3.2 Subsidized Housing 

Subsidized housing can be an indicator of the general income levels in a greater area and shows 

where lower‐income populations may be concentrated. For this measure, the locations of 

subsidized housing developments administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) were identified along each alternative alignment. 

Methodology 

Data on HUD housing in the study area was obtained from PSRC and mapped to show the HUD 

housing developments within ¼ mile and a ½ mile of each alternative. The number of HUD 

developments and units within a ½ mile of each alternative is summarized in Table 5‐6 and 

Exhibit 5‐3. This dataset, however, represents only these HUD housing locations and does not 

include other subsidized housing programs, such as the Section 8 voucher program 

administered by the King County Housing Authority, which could increase the number of 

subsidized housing units in either corridor. 
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TABLE 5-6 
Subsidized Housing within ½ Mile of Alternatives 

Alternative 
HUD Properties within 

½ Mile 
Number of Units 

within ½ Mile 

SR 99 Alternatives   

SR 99 Elevated Median 9 1,113 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 9 1,113 

SR 99 Hybrid 9 1,113 

I-5 Alternatives   

I-5 Mixed West Side 8 679 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 8 679 

 

Discussion of Results 

The SR 99 alternatives have a greater number of subsidized housing developments within a ½ 

mile than the I‐5 alternatives do. Property sizes range from approximately 50 to 200 units, and 

although SR 99 alternatives have only one more HUD property within a ½ mile, the properties 

located along SR 99 tend to be larger complexes, resulting in over 400 more units along SR 99. 
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Exhibit 5-3 
Subsidized Housing 
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Key Results 

 Alternatives along SR 99 have slightly more HUD housing developments within a ¼ and a 
½ mile than alternatives along I‐5. 

 SR 99 alternatives have over 400 more HUD housing units than alternatives along I‐5. 

5.3.3 Cost of Commuting 

The cost of getting to work can be a hardship for low‐income populations if it accounts for a 

substantial percentage of their income and it reduces the amount of income available for other 

necessities, such as housing and food. While measuring the average commute cost within the 

study area is not an indicator of transit‐dependent populations, when compared with data on 

income it can provide insight into where commute costs may be a financial burden on residents 

and where more affordable options, such as transit, may reduce this burden. 

Methodology 

Data for this measure was provided by PSRC, which calculated the average one‐way morning 

commute cost by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) for vehicles and actual transit fare for transit 

riders. This calculation included estimated parking and gas costs for those that commute by car. 

Exhibit 5‐4 shows the average commute cost by TAZ for the zones on each side of the SR 99 and 

I‐5 alignments in the study area. 

Discussion of Results 

The average commute cost did not vary greatly within the study area, and the highest commute 

costs were found to occur on the east side of I‐5. These areas are generally low‐density areas, 

however, and much of this area is used for agriculture or warehousing. Along the more 

populated SR 99 and west of I‐5 corridors, the data at this level does not differentiate between 

these corridors, and it appears that commute costs are generally the same throughout the 

project area. 

Key Results 

 Commute costs are highest east of I‐5. 

 Commute costs along SR 99 and between SR 99 and I‐5 are generally the same.  

 The lowest commute costs in the corridor are at the very north and very south ends of the 

corridor. 
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Exhibit 5-4 
Commute Cost by Traffic Analysis Zone 
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5.3.4 Access to Express Transit 

For transit dependent populations, the walking distance to transit is important, and access to 

express buses can be important for minimizing the time to get to work, school, or other 

destinations on a daily basis.  

Methodology 

Data from PSRC shows the percentage of total population within ¼ mile of an express transit 

stop. A distance of ¼ mile is considered a walkable distance. Express transit routes included in 

the dataset from PSRC included KCM Express routes and Rapid Ride routes and express routes 

operated by Sound Transit and Pierce Transit. Information on access to express transit by TAZ is 

presented in Exhibit 5‐5. 

Discussion of Results 

The percentage of population within ¼ mile of an express bus stop is fairly low, with only TAZs 

at the very north and south ends of the corridors and the area between Kent‐Des Moines Road 

and S. 260th Street having percentages over 10 percent. Populations west of SR 99 and east of I‐

5 appear equally likely to have limited access to express bus stops. These results are due to the 

majority of express bus stops occurring on either SR 99 or I‐5. 

Key Results 

 The highest percentage of population within ¼ mile of an express bus stop is around the 

Federal Way Transit Center. 

 The percentage of the population within ¼ mile of an express bus stop is below 10 percent 

for much of both the SR 99 and I‐5 corridors. 
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Exhibit 5-5 
Access to Express Transit 
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5.3.5 Minority Populations 

Disproportionately high and adverse effects to minority populations, along with low‐income 

populations, must be considered during the NEPA process under Executive Order 12898. Low‐

income population were evaluated in the Level 1 evaluation and found not to differentiate 

between alternative due to the scale at which income data is collected by the U.S. Census. For 

the Level 2 Evaluation, minority population data was evaluated to determine if one alternative 

would be more likely to have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on environmental 

justice populations. 

Methodology 

To evaluate the presence of minority populations for potential effects on environmental justice 

populations, 2010 U.S. Census data on minorities was mapped within the greater project area, 

as shown in Exhibit 5‐6.  

Discussion of Results  

As shown in Exhibit 5‐6, the majority of the project area, including all of the area between SR 

99 and I‐5 within the project limits, is at least 51 percent minority. There are also census block 

groups within this area that are over 75 percent minority. Due to the shape and size of the 

census tracts at which these data are collected, these data do not differentiate between Level 2 

alternatives, and all alternatives are equally likely to provide benefits to minority communities 

through improved transit service as well as have potential for adverse effects, such as noise, 

property acquisition and visual effects. 
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Exhibit 5-6 
Minority Population 
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5.4 Transit-Supportive Land Use and Economic Development 
Policies 

The potential for transit supportive land uses and economic development along each 

alternative was evaluated by comparing the existing land use, the planned land use, and the 

area of underutilized parcels within a half mile, as well as considering demographic information 

including the population, employment, and households within a half mile. Mobility along each 

alternative is also important in understanding the potential for development, and therefore 

parking opportunities and challenges along each alternative were evaluated along with the 

degree of non‐motorized access.  

This purpose of these measures is to understand the level of potential development that could 

occur along each corridor. This potential development could result in economic development 

desired by the cities, as well as increase the potential ridership base for each alternative. For 

purposes of data presentation and discussion in this chapter, some measures were grouped 

together for ease of discussion, as follows:  

 Land Use 

 Population, Employment, and Households 

 Parking Opportunities 

 Non‐motorized Access 

5.4.1 Land Use 

Land use related measures included existing land use, planned land use, and underutilized 

parcels within a ½ mile of each alternative. High‐density zoning, included transit‐oriented 

development and mixed‐use zoning, were evaluated within a ¼ mile of each alternative. 

Existing land uses along each alignment were evaluated in order to better understand the 

dominant existing land uses in the corridor and how well they align with each city’s vision for 

that corridor which are reflected in the planned land uses. Planned land uses in the project area 

are determined by each city through their comprehensive planning process. The amount of 

underutilized land along each alternative was evaluated in order to better understand the area 

of land that could be available for redevelopment in the future. High density zoning indicates 

where the highest density development is likely to occur, and was focused on a smaller area 

adjacent to the alternatives because this area within an easy walking distance of the corridors 

and existing transit routes on these corridors. The planned land use data was compared with 

the existing land use data, underutilized parcel data and high‐density zoning to understand the 

level of potential development that could occur along each corridor. This potential 

development could result in economic development desired by the cities, as well as increase 

the potential ridership base for each alternative. The presence of underutilized land, however, 
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does not guarantee that it will be redeveloped, but when evaluated in comparison to existing 

land use and planned land use, it can provide a picture of the degree of development potential 

along a corridor.  

Methodology 

Existing land use data was obtained from the King County Assessor database and was grouped 

into the following categories: 

 Single family residential 

 Multi‐family residential 

 Commercial 

 Industrial 

 Institutional 

 Parks/Open Space 

 Vacant 

Existing land use data does not account for public right‐of‐ways. The total acres of each existing 

land use and the percent of the total area within a half mile of the centerline of each alternative 

was calculated and reported below in Table 5‐7. Existing land uses are also shown on Exhibit 5‐7. 

TABLE 5-7 
Existing Land Uses Within ½ Mile of Alternative [Acres (%)] 

Alternative 
Single family 
Residential 

Multi-family 
Residential 

Com-
mercial Industrial

Insti- 
tutional 

Parks/Open 
Space Vacant 

SR 99 Alternatives        

SR 99 Elevated Median 1,533 (29%) 615 (12%) 710 (14%) 10 (< 1%) 375 (7%) 78 (1%) 892 (17%)

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West  
Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 

1,540 (29%) 612 (12%) 704 (13%) 10 (< 1%) 367 (7%) 79 (2%) 929 (18%)

SR 99 Hybrid 1,524 (29%) 614 (12%) 710 (14%) 10 (< 1%) 378 (7%) 79 (2%) 887 (17%)

I-5 Alternatives        

I-5 Mixed West Side  1,560 (29%) 597 (11%) 633 (10%) 8 (< 1%) 293 (5%) 83 (2%) 989 (18%)

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 1,570 (29%) 595 (11%) 630 (12%) 8 (< 1%) 295 (5%) 83 (2%) 992 (18%)

Note: Percentages do not add to 100 because total land use acreage includes public and other unusable rights of way. 
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Exhibit 5-7 
Existing Land Use 
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Planned land use data from each city were grouped into the following categories: 

 Single family residential 

 Multi‐family residential 

 Mixed Use 

 Commercial 
 

 Industrial 

 Institutional 

 Parks 

 Urban Separator (City of Kent only) 
 

The current Comprehensive Plan data for the City of Kent does not incorporate the land uses 

proposed in the 2012 Midway Subarea Plan. The data set used for this Level 2 study has been 

updated to include the Midway Subarea Plan land uses. The Urban Separator land use category 

within the City of Kent is a special designation for areas that are intended to protect 

environmentally sensitive areas, including lakes, streams, wetlands, and geologically unstable 

areas. These areas allow no more than one dwelling unit per acre, and within the project study 

area are primarily located on the steep hillside between I‐5 and the Green River valley, with the 

exception of the McSorley Creek area, which also carries this designation. The total acres of 

each planned land use and the percent of the total area within a half mile of the footprint of 

each alternative was calculated and reported below in Table 5‐8. Planned land uses are also 

shown on Exhibit 5‐8. 

TABLE 5-8 
Comprehensive Plan Land Uses Within ½ Mile of Alternative [Acres (%)] 

Alternative 
Single Family 
Residential 

Multi-family 
Residential 

Mixed 
Use 

Com-
mercial 

Indus-
trial 

Insti- 
tutional Parks 

Urban 
Separator

SR 99 Alternatives 

SR 99 Elevated Median 2,113 (40%) 604 (12%) 623 (12%) 857 (17%) 3 (<1%) 175 (3%) 260 (5%) 77 (1%) 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West  
Side w/SR 99 Elevated  
Median  

2,118 (40%) 600 (11%) 640 (12%) 860 (17%) 5 (<1%) 161 (3%) 276 (6%) 83 (2%) 

SR 99 Hybrid  2,107 (40%) 603 (12%) 620 (12%) 855 (16%) 3 (<1%) 177 (3%) 263 (5%) 77 (1%) 

I-5 Alternatives 

I-5 Mixed West Side 2,318 (43%) 493 (9%) 636 (12%) 763 (15%) 5 (<1%) 64 (1%) 277 (5%) 116 (2%) 

I-5 Mixed West Side /Median  2,335 (43%) 491 (9%) 636 (12%) 760 (14%) 5 (<1%) 63 (1%) 280 (5%) 116 (2%) 

Note: Percentages do not total 100 because total land use acreage includes public and other unusable rights of way. 

 

Underutilized parcels were identified using the improvement value and land value for each 

parcel within a half mile based on 2012 King County Assessor data. If the ratio of improvement 

to land value is 1:1 or less, the land is considered underutilized and could have greater value if 

redeveloped. The acres and percentage of underutilized land within a ½ mile of each alternative 

are provided in Table 5‐9 and in Exhibit 5‐9. 



5.0 Data Results 

 

Federal Way Transit Extension 5-26 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

 

Exhibit 5-8 
Planned Land Use 
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Exhibit 5-9 
Underutilized Parcels 
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TABLE 5-9 
Underutilized Parcels within ½ Mile of Alignment  

Alternative Underutilized Parcels [Acres (%)] 

SR 99 Alternatives  

SR 99 Elevated Median 1,606 (31%) 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 1,599 (30%) 

SR 99 Hybrid 1,598 (31%) 

I-5 Alternatives  

I-5 Mixed West Side 1,595 (30%) 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 1,606 (30%) 

 

High density zoning within each city was identified, and included areas zoned as high‐density, 

mixed use or transit oriented development, as well as commercial and multi‐family residential 

areas that allowed mixed use. The acres and percentage of high density zoning within a 1/4 

mile of each alternative are provided in Table 5‐10 and in Exhibit 5‐10. 

TABLE 5-10 
High Density Zoning Within 1/4 Mile of Alignment  

Alternative High-Density Zoning [Acres (%)] 

SR 99 Alternatives  

SR 99 Elevated Median 797 (32%) 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 823 (33%) 

SR 99 Hybrid 792 (32%) 

I-5 Alternatives  

I-5 Mixed West Side 580 (23%) 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 579 (22%) 

 

Discussion of Results 

Existing land uses within a ½ mile of each alternative are similar between all alternatives, with 

approximately one third of the land used for single family residential, which is the dominant 

use. Public and private right‐of‐way (not included in Table 5‐7) generally accounts for 20 

percent of each study area, and all other land uses account for less than 20 percent of the study 

area. Almost all land uses are within one to two percent of each other between alternatives, 

with the largest difference between alternatives being 4% for commercial land between the SR 

99 Hybrid and SR 99 Elevated Median alternative when compared with the I‐5 Mixed West Side 

alternative. 
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Exhibit 5-10 
High-Density Zoning 
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Over the full length of each alternative, planned land uses do not vary noticeably between 

alternatives. The predominant planned land use for all alternatives is single family residential, 

followed by commercial. Multi‐family and mixed use categories are the next largest categories, 

and have similar planned areas of approximately 10 percent of the study area. Compared with 

the percentages of existing land uses, the greatest areas of planned growth appear to be for 

single‐family, mixed use and commercial land uses.  

The area of underutilized land within the study area for each alternative is very similar for all 

alternatives. As shown in Table 5‐7 (Existing Land Uses), all alternatives have 17 to 18% vacant 

land within a half‐mile. This would suggest that approximately 20 to 30% of land within a ½ mile 

of each alternative could be developed or redeveloped. As described under the discussion of 

planned land uses, it is most likely that this land would be developed as single family 

residential, commercial, or mixed‐use. 

The greatest amount of high density zoning is along the 30th Avenue S. alternative, with 823 

acres and 33 percent of all land within a ¼ mile of the alternative. The SR 99 alternatives had 

slightly less area, with 32 percent of the area within a ¼ zoned as high density. The I‐5 

alternatives had between 22 and 23 percent of the area zoned as high density, with the I‐5 

Mixed West Side having slightly greater area (one acre) than the I‐5 Mixed West/Median 

alternative. 

Key Results 

 Existing and planned land uses are similar within a ½ mile between all alternatives. 

 The predominant existing use in each study area is single family residential, followed by 

vacant land. 

 Commercial development and multi‐family residential are both about 10% to 15% of 

existing land use. 

 Most planned land uses are within 1‐3 percent of other alternatives. 

 The largest difference in planned land uses occurs between the SR 99 Hybrid and the I‐5 

alternatives for single family residential, with a difference of 3%. 

 All alternatives have approximately 30% underutilized parcels. 

 The alternatives predominantly along SR 99 had approximately 10 percent more land zoned 

for high density within ¼ mile. 

5.4.2 Population, Households, and Employment 

The existing population, households, and employment within a half‐mile of each alternative 

was evaluated to understand the density of existing development and how this relates to 

planned land uses. 
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Methodology 

2010 U.S. Census data was used for population and households, and the total population and 

households within a half‐mile of each alternative was determined using GIS. This methodology 

assumes that the populations and households are distributed evenly within each census block, 

so these numbers are estimates only for blocks that are not entirely within the half‐mile study 

area. The alternative centerlines were provided to PSRC, who provided data on employment 

within a half mile of each alternative based on 2011 data from the Washington State 

Employment Security Department. Employment data are tied to specific locations and 

therefore are an accurate representation of employment in this study area. Table 5‐11 shows 

current population, household, and employment data with ½ mile of each alternative. 

TABLE 5-11 
Population, Households and Employment Within ½ Mile of Alternative  

Alternative Population Households Employment 

SR 99 Alternatives    

SR 99 Elevated Median 35,800 14,000 14,000 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 35,900 14,000 14,000 

SR 99 Hybrid 35,700 14,000 14,000 

I-5 Alternatives    

I-5 Mixed West Side 35,100 13,300 11,400 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 34,900 13,200 11,400 

 

Key Results 

 Households numbers are the same for all SR 99 alternatives, while population differs by 

100 to 200 between these alternatives. 

 The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative has slightly more population and households than 

the I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative. 

 SR 99 has slightly higher populations and households than the I‐5 alternatives. 

 Employment is the same for all SR 99 alternatives and for both I‐5 alternatives. 

 SR 99 alternatives have approximately 2,600 additional jobs within a ½ mile. 

Discussion of Results 

Within a half mile of each alternative, the current population and number of households do not 

differ substantially. Between the SR 99 alternatives, the 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side 

alternative has the highest population, but the number of households is the same as the other 

SR 99 alternatives. The maximum difference between alternatives is 1,000 people and 800 

households. Employment along SR 99 is approximately 14,000, which is 20% higher than along 
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I‐5. Total employment is the same between all SR 99 alternatives and between both I‐5 

alternatives.  

5.4.3 Parking Opportunities  

Park‐and‐Ride facilities expand the effective service area of individual transit routes and the 

transit system as a whole. These facilities attract passengers who either prefer to access transit 

by automobile or who have no other efficient or viable means of access. 

Methodology 

Based on the proximity of existing Park‐and‐Ride facilities to each alternative, the number of 

parking stalls and observed utilization rates are summarized to identify the total parking 

available within a ½ mile by FWTE alternative. Beyond the current active Park‐and‐Ride 

locations, an assessment of future potential Park‐and‐Ride locations was conducted by 

identifying existing church properties that are located within a ½ mile of a station area or 

accessible to RapidRide A Line. Although Sound Transit has not done so, other transit agencies 

commonly lease church parking lots for use as park and rides because they often have excess 

capacity during weekday commute hours. Lastly, a qualitative assessment of the potential for 

on‐street transit parking and/or “hide‐and‐ride” activity was performed within a ½ mile of a 

station area. This was conducted by examining the relative convenient access from existing on‐

street non‐restricted public parking to station areas in relationship to the existing Park‐and‐Ride 

utilization rates. Data for the existing park‐and‐ride lots in the study area are provided in Table 

5‐12. 

TABLE 5-12 
Park-and-Ride Lots in FWTE Study Area  

Park-and-Ride Lot 
Number of Existing 

Park-and-Ride spaces 
Utilization of Existing 
Park-and-Ride spaces Alternative Alignments Served 

Kent-Des Moines 370 100% I-5 

St Columba's Episcopal Church* 15 33% I-5 

Star Lake 540 58% I-5 

Redondo Heights 697 8% SR 99 

All Saints Lutheran Church* 75 75% I-5 

Federal Way Transit Center 1,190 99% I-5 and SR 99 

Federal Way/S 320th St. 877 45% I-5 and SR 99 

* leased lots 
Note: Parking Utilization data from King County Metro as of 4th Qtr 2012 
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Discussion of Results 

Seven Park‐and‐Ride locations have been identified in the FWTE study area. Three Park‐and‐

Ride facilities, Federal Way Transit Center, the Federal Way/S. 320th Park‐and‐Ride and the 

Kent/Des‐Moines Park‐and‐Ride, are assumed to be within a ½ mile of a potential station area 

for all five FWTE project alternatives. These lots account for over 2,400 total spaces but two out 

of three of these lots are currently at capacity. The only lot of these three with available 

capacity is the Federal Way/S. 320th Street lot. 

In addition to the three Park‐and‐Ride lots that serve both the SR 99 and I‐5 alternatives, the 

two I‐5 alternatives are also near or adjacent to three Park‐and‐Ride facilities: Star Lake Park‐

and‐Ride Lot, All Saints Lutheran Church, and St. Columbia’s Episcopal Church. The two church 

lots are leased lots with less than 100 total spaces between them. The Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride 

currently operates at 58% utilization with approximately 225 spaces still available for use. 

The SR 99 alternatives are adjacent to one additional Park‐and‐Ride lot, the Redondo Heights 

Park‐and‐Ride Lot. Based on existing capacity and availability, the SR 99 alternatives have about 

70 additional total parking spaces than the I‐5 alternatives. This is primarily because the 

Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride has limited commuter‐oriented transit service to Downtown 

Seattle and other regional centers and therefore is currently only eight percent utilized. Table 

5‐13 provides the total Park‐and‐Ride parking capacity and utilization of current parking by 

alternative. 

TABLE 5-13 
Parking Potential within 1/2-Mile of Alternative  

Land Use 
Number of Existing Park 

and Ride spaces 
Utilization of Existing 
Park and Ride spaces 

Number of Potential New 
Park and Ride locations 

SR 99 Alternatives    

SR 99 Elevated Median 3,134 64% 4 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side  
(w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 

3,134 64% 4 

SR 99 Hybrid 3,134 64% 4 

I-5 Alternatives    

I-5 Mixed West Side 3,067 75% 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 3,067 75% 1 

 

In terms of potential additional Park‐and‐Ride lot areas, there are only a handful of churches 

within reasonable proximity (1/2 mile) to either the station areas or a RapidRide A Line stop. 

Four of these churches are along SR 99. Only one additional church location was identified east 

of I‐5 near the S. 272nd Street interchange. 
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The three possible station areas have various levels of available on‐street parking supply and 

degree of ease between the station area and that on‐street parking that influence their 

potential for hide and ride activity. In general, the stations along the S. 272nd Street corridor 

have the likeliest probability of hide and ride activity while the Federal Way Transit Center has 

the lowest potential. 

Kent/Des Moines Station Area 

The neighborhoods surrounding the Kent/Des Moines station area have a high degree of 

restricted parking with over 70 percent of the on‐street parking restricted for residential use 

only. The high level of restricted parking makes the likelihood of station users parking in the 

neighborhood low. 

S. 272nd Street Station Areas (Star Lake and Redondo Park‐and‐Rides) 

The majority of residential development south of the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride is multi‐family 

with private resident‐only parking. The residential neighborhood north of the Park–and‐Ride lot 

off of 28th Avenue S. is relatively small with unrestricted on‐street parking that is less than 10% 

utilized. The neighborhood south of S. 272nd Street and west of Star Lake Road has on‐street 

parking that is about 10% utilized during the day. The distance from this neighborhood is about 

½ mile from both the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride and the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride lots; 

however due to a combination of vegetation barriers and street connectivity, access to either 

the Star Lake or Redondo Heights station areas would require walking along S. 272nd Street. This 

would likely require a 15‐ to 20‐minute walk to these station areas. 

FWTC 

The nearest neighborhood to the FWTC area with on‐street parking is located north of S. 312th 

Street. Access to the station area would require walking along 28th Avenue S. past Truman High 

School. This is approximately a ½‐mile walk that would take about 10 minutes. Therefore there 

is a low potential of riders parking in the neighborhood and walking to the transit center.  

Key Results 

 All five project alternatives (along both I‐5 and SR 99) have similar parking availability. 

 The Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride has the lowest utilization rate of all Park‐and‐Ride lots 

in the FWTE study area. 

 Only a few existing locations could likely provide future leased Park‐and‐Ride space. 

 The stations in the S. 272nd Street area (Star Lake and Redondo Heights) have some 

potential for “hide‐and‐ride” parking to occur. The on‐street parking near the Kent/Des 

Moines and FWTC station areas are either restricted or are not easily accessible. 
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5.4.4 Non-Motorized Access 

Existing and planned pedestrian facilities around the light rail station areas provide an 

opportunity to connect the adjacent land uses and the stations. A higher concentration of a 

street system is generally reflective of higher intersection density and improved non‐motorized 

accessibility. 

Methodology 

The density of the existing street system within a ½ mile buffer of the station areas was 

calculated using GIS. The roadways are classified into two types: 

 Local and Collectors 

 Minor and Principal Arterials 

Freeways were not included in this calculation as non‐motorized access is not provided on 

freeways. Local Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans from the cities of SeaTac, Kent, Des 

Moines, and Federal Way as well as King County were also reviewed to understand any non‐

motorized deficiencies in and around the planned station areas as well as plans for future non‐

motorized investments. The number of miles of roadway in station areas is shown for each 

alternative in Table 5‐14. 

TABLE 5-14 
Miles of Roadway within Station Areas  

Alternative 
Roadway Classification (in miles) 

Local and Collector Arterial Total 

SR 99 Alternatives    

SR 99 Elevated Median 20.5 10.0 30.5 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 20.5 10.0 30.5 

SR 99 Hybrid 20.5 10.0 30.5 

I-5 Alternatives    

I-5 Mixed West Side 16.0 10.5 26.5 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 16.0 10.5 26.5 

Note: a ½-mile buffer around the station area was used to calculate the roadway miles and values were round to the nearest ½ mile. 

 

Discussion of Results 

The roadway system density (in miles) is similar for all of the alignment alternatives, although 

pedestrian and bicycle access for the station areas associated with the I‐5 alternatives would be 

limited at the Kent‐Des Moines Road and S. 272nd Street interchanges. Access between the 

station areas and areas east of I‐5 would require crossing under I‐5 at these interchanges. The 

combination of high roadway volume and congestion at these interchanges along with minimal 



5.0 Data Results 

 

Federal Way Transit Extension 5-36 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities create a non‐motorized access barrier. These interchange areas 

are both shown as priority pedestrian and bicycle areas in the City of Kent’s Non‐Motorized 

Plan, but currently lack bicycle facilities and sidewalks around the interchanges are sporadic. 

In general, SR 99 has sidewalks on both sides of the roadway and could provide access for non‐

motorized users to the light rail stations. Most other streets surrounding the station areas do 

not have continuous sidewalks. There are limited bicycle facilities along SR 99, however all 

potential station areas have been indicated as locations for future investments in both bicycle 

and pedestrian improvements by the local agencies. The City of Des Moines has future plans for 

a bike lane along S. 240th Street as well as S. 272nd Street, which would connect with the City of 

Federal Way’s future bicycles plans along S. 272nd Street. 

Key Results 

 Many of the streets within the station areas lack sidewalks and have limited bicycle 

facilities. 

 The SR 99 alternatives have a larger local street network than the I‐5 alternatives which 

could provide greater non‐motorized access. 

5.5 Effect on Natural Environment 

5.5.1 Wetlands and Streams 

Wetlands are important ecosystem areas that provide habitat, contribute to hydrologic 

function, and water quality function in a given area. Streams are important aquatic habitats for 

salmonids and other fish. This criterion had two measures: direct effect on wetlands direct 

effect on streams. 

Methodology 

Existing wetland and stream data was obtained from King County and wetland data was 

provided by the City of Kent. These datasets were used to identify potential direct effects to 

wetlands and streams for each alternative as follows: 

 Acreage of wetlands within the project construction footprint 

 Length of streams within the project construction footprint 

Wetlands and streams in the project area are shown on Exhibit 5‐11. Quantified direct effects 

to wetlands and streams are shown in Table 5‐15.  
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Exhibit 5-11 
Wetlands and Stream Crossings 
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TABLE 5-15 
Wetland and Stream Effects by Alternative  

Alternative 

Acres of 
Wetlands Directly 

Affected 

Length of Streams 
Potentially Affected 

(feet) 

Number of Stream 
Crossings  

SR 99 Alternatives    

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 120 2 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 
Elevated Median) 

0 120 
2 

SR 99 Hybrid 0.7 60 2 

I-5 Alternatives    

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 220 1 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 220 1 

 

Discussion of Results 

Based on available wetland and stream data and the current level of design, the only 

alternative  with potential direct effects on wetlands would be the SR 99 Hybrid. This impact 

would occur on the west side of the McSorley Creek wetland complex between S. 260th Street 

and S. 272nd Street. A total of 0.7 acres would be within the permanent right‐of‐way for this 

alternative, however the actual permanent impact may be less since the guideway would be 

elevated in this location. Field verification of wetlands in both corridors during the EIS process 

may identify new wetlands or revise the boundaries of known wetlands and when combined 

with further refined design of alternatives, additional direct effects to wetlands may still occur 

for all alternatives.  

All Level 2 alternatives have streams within their construction footprints, with the shortest 

length of stream associated with the SR 99 Hybrid alternative, which crosses short distances of 

an unnamed stream near S. 204th Street and McSorley Creek. The SR 99 Elevated Median 

alternative would cross these streams as well, but has a larger footprint at these crossing 

because of greater roadway reconstruction at intersections. The I‐5 alternatives would only 

affect the unnamed stream near S. 204th Street, but would parallel it for much of its length 

between SR 99 and I‐5, resulting in the greatest length of stream within the construction 

footprint. 

It is important to note that these streams are likely in culverts for much if not all of the length 

where they occur in the project footprint, so it is likely there would be no permanent impacts to 

these streams and that temporary impacts may only occur if the culvert needs to be disturbed 

or extended during construction. 
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Key Results 

 There would be no wetland effects for either of the I‐5 alternatives. 

 The SR 99 Hybrid alternative would have the greatest amount of wetland directly affected. 

 The SR 99 alternatives would have the most potential for effects to streams, while the I‐5 

alternatives would have the least. 

5.6 Effect on Built Environment 

The evaluation of effects on the built environment includes measures to identify potential 

effects to residences, neighborhoods, businesses, and the greater community. Individual 

measures are discussed below. 

5.6.1 Visual Effects 

Visual and aesthetic environments are the landscape’s natural and cultural features that can be 

seen and that contribute to the public’s appreciation and enjoyment of the landscape. Effects 

on the visual environment are defined in terms of the extent to which the project’s presence 

would change the perceived visual character and quality of the environment.  

Methodology 

Three measures were used to evaluate potential visual effects. The first is the total length of 

the alternative adjacent to visually sensitive areas. Visually sensitive areas contain viewers such 

as residents or park users that have high visual sensitivity to changes in the viewed landscape 

because of their familiarity with an area, and/or, their frequent and long viewing duration of it. 

Areas containing single family residential neighborhoods, multifamily complexes, community 

centers (such as the Woodmont Library) and parks are considered to be sensitive viewing areas. 

These areas were initially identified using aerial photographs and online aerial imagery 

resources and were confirmed during site visits. In some locations there are sensitive viewers 

on both sides of an alignment. In these situations both sides were measured.  

The second factor is the total length of the visual quality categories of areas the alternatives 

would pass by or through. This assessment was based upon Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) visual quality assessment methodology and guidance. Visual quality categorized by 

considering a viewed landscape’s vividness (sense of drama, memorability, or distinctiveness), 

intactness (the visual integrity of a landscape and its freedom from visually encroaching and 

unattractive elements), and unity (the degree of visual coherence and compositional harmony). 

Vividness, intactness and unity are considered in establishing visual quality categories. In this 

assessment visual quality is categorized as high, average, or low. The visual quality of most 

landscapes is average. For the visual quality of a landscape to be considered high, it must be 
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exceptional in terms of vividness, intactness and unity. To be considered low, a landscape must 

be lacking in vividness, intactness and unity. Landscapes that are utilitarian in use and 

appearance, such as automobile‐oriented businesses frequently found along transportation 

corridors, are often considered to have low visual quality. The visual quality of an area can 

indicate how responsive an area’s most sensitive viewers would likely be to changes in the 

visual environment. For example, viewers such as residents with high viewer sensitivity in areas 

that are categorized as having medium visual quality would be expected to react more to 

changes in the visual environment than would viewers with low visual sensitivity in areas that 

have low visual quality. Visual quality was established by visual analysts as they drove through 

the project area to become familiar with it and by taking representative photographs of various 

parts of the project area to confirm the categories. The project area for visual assessment 

primarily follows the SR 99 and I‐5 corridors. Most of the areas along the corridors are 

considered to be of average or low visual quality. There are a number of residential areas 

outside of the two corridors that were considered in this evaluation that have high visual 

quality. However, because views from these areas would likely not be affected by the 

alternatives being considered, they were not included in this evaluation.  

The third factor is views of distant features such as Puget Sound and the Olympic Mountains. 

Several areas along the SR 99 corridor have these views, as identified during a site visit to the 

study area. The presence of the alternatives in these areas could interrupt or block views. 

Additional field investigations will be conducted during the EIS to determine specific areas with 

views (particularly if there are specific views identified in local plans or ordinances), the nature 

of the views (panoramic, narrow, only from elevated areas east of SR 99, etc.) and how specific 

alternatives might affect views. Information on visual effects is presented in Table 5‐16 and in 

Exhibit 5‐12 (in three parts). 
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Exhibit 5-12a 
Visual Conditions in Landscape Unit 1 
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Exhibit 5-12b 
Visual Conditions in Landscape Unit 2 
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Exhibit 5-11c 
Visual Conditions in Landscape Unit 3 
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TABLE 5-16 
Visual Effects by Alternative 

Route Length 
Adjacent to 

Visually 
Sensitive 

Areas (feet) 

Visual Quality (VQ) of 
Areas Adjacent to 
Visually Sensitive 

Areas (feet) 

Number of Areas 
Near Alternative 

with Water and/or 
Mountain Views 

to West 

 

Alternative 
Average 

VQ 
Low 
VQ Notes

SR 99 Alternatives      

SR 99 Elevated Median 7,275 5,050 2,225 6  
30th Avenue. S. Elevated West   
Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 

10,050 9,900 150 6  

SR 99 Hybrid 7,275 5,050 2,225 6 
Potential at-grade parts 
of alignment not near 
sensitive viewing areas 

I-5 Alternatives      

I-5 Mixed West Side 21,025 16,650 4,375 0  

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 6,050 4,450 1,600 0 
Most of route in I-5 
median 

Notes: All alternatives have a profile that is predominantly elevated. No areas of high visual quality were identified in the study area.

 

 

Discussion of Results 

Changes related to alternatives that would be routed along the west side of I‐5 have the 

potential to have visual impacts along greater lengths of sensitive viewing areas than the 

alternatives along SR 99. This is due to the number of residential areas adjacent to the west 

side of I‐5 and because vegetation along the west side of I‐5 (within the I‐5 right‐of‐way and 

next to it on private lands) has formed a backdrop to these residential areas that lines much of 

I‐5 and blocks views of it from nearby areas. Although many residences that back up to I‐5 

“face” away from it, removing vegetation (mainly tall trees) and potentially seeing project 

components could change the character and visual quality of eastern views from these 

neighborhoods. This could be important if changes associated with removing vegetation along 

I‐5 and building the elevated structure would lower average visual quality to low.  

Alternatives that would be routed along SR 99 would pass by fewer sensitive viewing areas than 

the I‐5 alternatives. In some locations the alternatives could impinge upon, or block, views to 

the west of Puget Sound and the Olympic Mountains from sensitive viewing areas. These areas 

can include locations at street level and higher areas to the east, which include multistory 

residential buildings and single family residences on the slopes east of SR 99. The City of Federal 

Way may have some protected views within the project area that will need to be identified and 

evaluated in the EIS.  
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Although this measure identifies the areas where visual effects may occur along each 

alternative, there are ways in which the alternatives can be designed to reduce or minimize this 

potential for impacts, and these will be evaluated further in the EIS.  

Key Results 

 The SR 99 Elevated Median and SR 99 Hybrid alternatives would pass next to the second 

shortest length (7, 275 feet) of visually sensitive areas of all the alternatives and the second 

least amount of areas with average visual quality (5,050 feet).  

 The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would pass through a residential area, 

and therefore would pass by more visually sensitive areas (a total of 10,050 feet) than the 

SR 99 Elevated Median and the SR 99 Hybrid alternatives. It would also pass near more 

areas with average visual quality (9,900 feet total) than the other SR 99 alternatives.  

 The I‐5 Mixed West alternative would pass by the longest length of visually sensitive areas 

(21,025 feet) of all of the alternatives. The alternative would also pass next to the most 

sensitive areas that are adjacent to areas with average visual quality (16,650 feet).  

 The I‐5 Mixed West/Median alternative would pass by the least amount of visually sensitive 

areas (6,050 lineal feet) of all the alternatives and the least (4,450 lineal feet) amount of 

areas with average visual quality.  

5.6.2 Potential Displacements 

Properties would need to be purchased for right‐of‐way and other project‐related facilities and 

would involve the displacement and relocation of residences and businesses. Projects receiving 

federal funding are required to comply with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Title 49, Part 24), 

as amended. This Act provides guidance on how property owners will be compensated and 

relocated as necessary. Sound Transit adopted the Real Property Acquisition and Relocation 

Policy, Procedures, and Guidelines to guide its compliance with Chapter 8.26 Revised Code of 

Washington (RCW) and Chapter 468‐100 Washington Administration Code (WAC).  

Methodology 

Individual properties and buildings may have one or multiple residential units or businesses, so 

potentially displaced buildings were field‐checked to confirm the number of residences or 

businesses that would potentially be displaced. Table 5‐17 provides the total number of 

residences and businesses that could potentially be displaced for each alternative. 



5.0 Data Results 

 

Federal Way Transit Extension 5-46 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

Discussion of Results 

The SR 99 Hybrid alternative would result in the greatest number of potential business 

displacements, with up to 108, which is more than twice the number of businesses displaced by 

any other alternative. Both the I‐5 Mixed West and I‐5 Mixed West/Median alternatives would 

result in the greatest number of potential residential displacements, with up to 131, but would 

only displace three businesses. 

TABLE 5-17 
Potential Displacements by Alternative 

Alternative 
Potential Residence 

Displacements 
Potential Business 

Displacements 

SR 99 Alternatives   

SR 99 Elevated Median 31 49 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 102 41 

SR 99 Hybrid 52 108 

I-5 Alternatives   

I-5 Mixed West Side 131 3 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 131 3 

 

Key Results 

 Displacements would be required for all alternatives. 

 SR 99 alternatives would require more business displacements than alternatives along I‐5. 

 I‐5 alternatives would require more residential displacements than alternatives along SR 99. 

5.6.3 Community Facilities  

For Level 2, community facilities are defined as schools, libraries, and religious institutions, based 

on available information from the King County Assessor as well as data collected in the field, 

which identified additional facilities than were identified in Level 1. These social centers and 

important meetings areas unify the community as well as provide vital services to communities.  

Methodology 

Community facilities have potential to be directly affected if they are within the project footprint 

and would be displaced. They may be indirectly affected by noise, visual, traffic, or construction 

effects if located up to 200 feet from the centerline of the alternative. As the alternatives are 

refined, many potential effects may be avoided or mitigated; therefore, this measure is intended 

to show relative differences among the alternatives. Exhibit 5‐13 identifies school, church, and 

government parcels within 200 feet of each alternative. Table 5‐18 shows the total number of 

these resources that could be directly and indirectly affected for each alternative. 
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EXHIBIT 5-13 
Community Facilities within 200 Feet of Alternatives 
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TABLE 5-18 

Community Facilities – Effects by Alternative  

Alternative 
Number of Resources 

Directly Affected 

Number of Resources 
Potentially Indirectly 

Affected 

SR 99 Alternatives   

SR 99 Elevated Median 0 16 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 0 15 

SR 99 Hybrid 3 13 

I-5 Alternatives   

I-5 Mixed West Side 0 6 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 0 6 

 

Discussion of Results 

The SR 99 Hybrid alternative would displace three churches and would be the only alternative 

with direct effects on community facilities. These churches are leased facilities within existing 

strip malls. The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would have the greatest potential for 

indirect effects, with 16 community facilities within 200 feet, while the I‐5 alternatives would 

have the least potential for indirect effects. Community facilities near stations, however, could 

experiences a benefit from improved access. 

Key Results 

 The SR 99 Hybrid alternative is the only alternative that would have direct effects on 

community facilities, displacing three churches. 

 The I‐5 alternatives would have less potential for indirect effects to community facilities 

than alternatives along SR 99. 

5.6.4 Noise 

Noise sensitive receivers were evaluated for Level 2 based on Federal Transit Administration’s 

(FTA) criteria in the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006), which groups 

noise sensitive land uses into the following categories: 

 Category 1: Certain buildings or outdoor spaces, where quiet is an essential element of their 

purpose. 

 Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep, including residences, 

hospitals, and hotels where nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be important. 

 Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use, including 

schools, libraries, churches, and certain parks. 
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Methodology 

Within the FWTE study area, potential noise sensitive receivers evaluated for Level 2 include 

residences and hotels (Category 2 receivers) and schools and churches (Category 3 receivers). 

No Category 1 receivers were identified in the alternative corridors. All Category 2 receivers 

would be assumed to have a high potential for noise effects at distances of up to 175 feet from 

the track. Category 2 receivers along elevated alternatives or in areas with little or no shielding 

from at‐grade alternatives would be considered to have a high potential for noise effects out to 

350 feet from the alignment. Schools and churches were considered if within 175 feet of the 

alternative with no obstructions. Only minimal physical and topographical shielding was 

considered and used to reduce effects. Existing background noises were not taken into account 

for the purposes of the Level 2 evaluation (i.e., noise from I‐5). Table 5‐19 summarizes the 

effects along the entire length of  each alternative. 

Discussion of Results 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would result in the greatest potential for 

noise effects at both Category 2 and Category 3 receivers, with almost 2,500 Category 2 and 12 

Category 3. The I‐5 Mixed West alternative would have the next highest number of Category 2 

receivers, with just over 2,000, but only five Category 3 receivers. The remaining alternatives 

would have fairly similar effects on Category 2 receivers, with approximately 1,600 to 1,700 

affected; but there is a wider range of potential Category 3 receivers affected. 

TABLE 5-19  
Potential for Noise Effects by Alternative 

Alternative 
Category 2 Noise-Sensitive Receivers 

(Residences, Hotels) 
Category 3 Noise-Sensitive Receivers 

(Schools, Churches) 

SR 99 Alternatives   

SR 99 Elevated Median 1,700 11 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side 
(w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 

2,500 12 

SR 99 Hybrid 1,600 9 

I-5 Alternatives   

I-5 Mixed West Side 2,000 5 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 1,700 3 

 

Key Results 

 The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would result in the highest number of 

potential noise effects. 

 The SR 99 Hybrid alternative would result in the lowest number of potential noise effects. 
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 The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would have the fewest Category 3 noise‐

sensitive receivers. 

5.6.5 Vibration  

The FTA criteria in the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2006) identifies 

three types of land use for vibration: Category 1‐High Sensitivity, Category 2‐Residential and 

Category 3‐Institutional. The criteria for determining impacts to these land uses are based on 

the frequency of events, with Category 1 having the most sensitive criteria for vibration and 

ground‐borne noise impacts and Category 3 having the least sensitive criteria. The potential for 

vibration and ground‐borne noise impacts also depends on the soils in the area and how 

vibration travels through these soils, requiring vibratory testing along the corridor to determine 

the properties of the soils in the project area, although residences within 150 feet will generally 

be considered vibration sensitive for purposes of the impact analysis. This testing and analysis 

will be completed for the EIS, but was not completed for screening, however the number of 

Category 2 receivers is expected to similar to but less than the number of Category 2 noise 

sensitive receivers. For this reason, the Level 2 evaluation prioritized the most sensitive land 

uses (Category 1) along each alternative, because assessing the sensitivity of other land use 

categories appropriately would require field vibratory testing.  

Methodology 

A field survey of properties along all alternative alignments was completed to identify buildings 

that would be potentially high sensitivity land uses, known as Category 1. Category 1 land uses 

are described as “buildings where vibration would interfere with operations within the building, 

including levels that may be well below those associated with human annoyance” (FTA 2006). 

Typical land uses covered by Category 1 include: 

 Vibration sensitive research and manufacturing 

 Hospitals with vibration‐sensitive equipment 

 University research operations 

The FTA guidance also identifies “special buildings” that can be very sensitive to vibration but 

do not fit into Categories 1 through 3. These include concert halls, TV studios, recording studios, 

auditoriums, and theaters. The FTA screening manual treats concert halls and TV studios as 

Category 1 and auditoriums and theaters as Category 2. 

Discussion of Results 

No highly sensitive receptors were identified along any of the alternative alignments; therefore 

none of the alternatives have potential to affect highly sensitive receptors. 
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Key Result 

 No Category 1 vibration‐sensitive land uses or special buildings were identified along any 

alternative alignment. 

5.6.6 Traffic  

Potential traffic effects include increased waiting time at intersections, which can affect an 

intersection’s Level of Service (LOS). This increase in delay is generally attributable to higher 

volumes of traffic traversing an intersection, but can be caused by changes in the distribution of 

traffic as well.  

Methodology 

This evaluation used local agency transportation plans to identify intersections that are 

currently operating near, at, or worse than a jurisdiction’s LOS threshold. LOS describes traffic 

operations service quality and ranges from A (best) to F (worst). A LOS of “D” was chosen to 

identify intersections that are currently congested. Intersections that are currently congested 

(i.e. LOS D or worse) and would likely have additional project‐related traffic travel through it are 

identified. Project‐related traffic is defined as: 

 Vehicles to or from a proposed station (with a park‐and‐ride), or 

 Traffic re‐circulation caused by a project‐related restriction of current acceptable traffic 

movements.  

Roadway access changes due to an alternative could restrict access at existing un‐signalized 

intersections and mid‐block U‐turns and/or left‐turn lanes. To evaluate these potential effects, 

traffic occurring at these locations was re‐circulated to identify congested intersections that 

would likely see an increase in traffic. Table 5‐20 documents the number of congested 

intersections that would experience a noticeable increase in traffic due to station‐related traffic 

and/or traffic re‐circulated because of roadway access changes caused by the alignment. The 

locations of these congested intersections are indicated in Exhibit 5‐14. 
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EXHIBIT 5-14 
Potential Intersection Effects - Level of Service 
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TABLE 5-20  
Number of Congested Intersections Affected 

  Number of Congested Intersections with Potential Traffic Effects

Alternative 
Total Number of 

Signalized Intersections Alignments Station Areas 
Total: Alignments and Station 

Areas 

SR 99 Alternatives 

SR 99 Elevated Median 34 8 6 14 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side 
(w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 

34 8 6 14 

SR 99 Hybrid 34 2 9 11 

I-5 Alternatives 

I-5 Mixed West Side 22 0 11 11 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 22 0 11 11 

 

Discussion of Results 

The I‐5 alternatives are not expected to create any turn restrictions that would cause additional 

traffic to re‐circulate and impact congested intersections along the alignment. There are 11 

intersections at possible I‐5 station areas that are at or worse than LOS D that could see an 

increase in traffic. Five intersections are near the Kent‐Des Moines interchange with I‐5, one is 

at Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride, and five of these are near the FWTC. 

The most substantial alignment related traffic impacts occur with the alternatives that have a 

median alignment. With the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative up to 8 intersections would see 

a noticeable increase in volume due to turn restrictions caused by the alignment. Six congested 

intersections are within the station areas for a total of 14 congested intersections that would 

potentially have project‐related traffic through them. In contrast, the SR 99 Hybrid Alternative 

would only have two congested intersections impacted by re‐circulating traffic caused by the 

alignment along with nine station area congested intersections, for a total of 11 congested 

intersections that would potentially have project‐related traffic through them. This is because 

there are substantial sections of the SR 99 Hybrid Alternative that are side‐aligned and not in 

the SR 99 median. The I‐5 Alternatives have a total of 11 congested intersections within the 

station areas and no congested intersections that are affected by the alignment. 

Key Results 

 The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative is expected to have the greatest traffic effects at 

congested intersections because this alternative has the highest business traffic re‐

circulation effect. 

 The SR 99 Hybrid alternative would have the fewest congested intersections.  
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 The I‐5 alternatives would not restrict any traffic movements and have the fewest number 

of congested intersections that would have potential traffic effects. 

5.6.7 Construction Effects  

Identifying the potential effects on traffic and the subsequent effect this has on businesses and 

residents due to construction activities of the project alternatives is an important aspect to 

understand with the FWTE project. Construction impacts for the Level 2 screening are 

estimated based on a high‐level understanding of the design and construction requirements of 

the Level 2 alternatives. 

Methodology 

A qualitative assessment of potential construction related effects was performed based on a 

high‐level understanding of how the alternatives might be constructed. This assessment was 

based on the need for lane closures during the major construction period(s) required for those 

closures. Table 5‐21 summarizes the anticipated construction effects on traffic. The potential 

effects of these construction activities on the local communities, including residents and 

businesses, are discussed qualitatively. 

TABLE 5-21 
Summary of Construction Effects 
 

Alternative Summary of Construction Effects 

SR 99 Alternatives  

SR 99 Elevated Median Highest Effect – Likely up to two lane closures on SR 99 during the construction period. 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West 
Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 

High Effect - Likely up to two lane closures on SR 99 during the construction period. 30th 
Avenue South would likely be restricted to local access only. 

SR 99 Hybrid 
Medium Effect – Could require closure of the outside lanes on SR 99 during construction 
activities which would impact the operations of the BAT lane. When alignment in median up 
to two SR 99 lane closures during the civil construction period.  

I-5 Alternatives  

I-5 Mixed West Side Lowest Effect – Would likely avoid I-5 mainline impacts but would require some closures of 
the southbound on- and off-ramps.  

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 
High Effect - Likely requires the closure of the I-5 HOV lanes during the construction period 
as well as at least some southbound I-5 lanes during any crossing related construction 
work. 

 

Discussion of Results 

The median options on both the SR 99 and I‐5 alternatives would likely have the greatest 

impact to traffic operations during construction activities. On I‐5, the median alternative would 

likely require full lane closures of the northbound and southbound HOV lanes on I‐5 due to the 

proximity of construction activities to the travel lanes and the higher operating speed on I‐5. To 
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cross I‐5, at least some of the southbound I‐5 lanes would be closed when there is active 

construction work being done on the elevated structure. Closures would be timed to minimize 

effects on traffic; however some traffic effects could still occur. 

On SR 99, while construction is active in the median, it would likely require the closure of two 

lanes of the roadway to provide adequate separation between the construction activities and 

adjacent vehicle travel. Construction of elevated median stations would likely require additional 

lane closures. The construction activities could possibly be staggered between the construction 

staging areas but this would need further review. With the SR 99 Hybrid alternative, there are 

substantial portions that are side‐aligned and therefore would likely require closure of up to 

one lane of traffic. This could temporarily affect the business access transit (BAT) lane, affecting 

business access and transit reliability. Portions of the SR 99 Hybrid alternative that are in the 

median would have similar construction effects to traffic as the SR 99 Median Alternative. The 

30th Avenue S. alternative would avoid construction across the congested SR 99 and Kent‐Des 

Moines Road intersection, reducing the potential for effects on traffic at this intersection during 

construction.  

The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would likely have some effects at or near the I‐5 

southbound on‐ and off‐ramps but would not likely affect any I‐5 mainline operations. As such, 

this alternative has the lowest construction‐related traffic impacts of all alternatives because it 

would have the least potential for lane closures and would have the least community 

disruption. Construction impacts would mostly be noticed by residential properties that are 

adjacent to I‐5, and the construction area would be behind back yards and could be buffered by 

existing stands of large trees. Potential construction effects to these residences include noise, 

dust, and visual effects. 

Based on the traffic effects described above, the SR 99 Elevated Median and 30th Avenue S. 

Elevated West Side alternatives would have the most disruption to the community in terms of 

general mobility, as lane reductions on SR 99 would reduce traffic capacity and potentially 

result in delays along the corridor. The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would also 

be the only alternative to pass directly through a residential neighborhood, and this 

neighborhood has high concentrations of minority and low‐income populations. Potential 

construction effects to these residences include access, noise, dust, and visual effects.  

Where the SR 99 Hybrid alternative would be side‐running, it would have greater impacts on 

businesses and residents on that side of the road, although access would be maintained 

through the construction area to the extent possible. Driveways may need to be consolidated 

during construction but signage regarding business access would be provided. Effects on overall 

mobility during construction of the SR 99 Hybrid are expected to be less than the SR 99 

Elevated Median alternative, which would close two travel lanes during construction.  
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Key Results 

 The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would require closure of up to two lanes of traffic 

along SR 99 during construction and would have the greatest construction effect on 

mobility within the community. 

 The SR 99 Hybrid alternative would have less effect on traffic than the SR 99 Elevated 

Median alternative, but would have more effect on adjacent businesses and residents on 

the side of the road where it is being constructed. 

 The 30th Ave S. alternative would construct a portion of the alternative in a residential 

neighborhood that has a high proportion of minority and low‐income residents.  

 The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would likely require closure of the HOV lanes 

on I‐5 during construction activities and would require at least some I‐5 southbound lane 

closures during the elevated construction across those southbound lanes. 

 The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would likely have the lowest impact with ramp closures 

for short durations, as it would likely avoid impacts to the I‐5 mainline, but could have 

effects on adjacent residences during construction.  

5.7 Design Considerations 

5.7.1 Utilities 

Methodology 

Existing utility location information was obtained from publicly available Geographic 

Information System (GIS) data for the Cities of SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way and 

from as‐built information or system maps provided by utility owners. This information was used 

to perform a high‐level evaluation of existing utilities, including water, sanitary sewer, electrical 

transmission/distribution, telecommunications, natural gas, and stormwater. Most providers 

have their own standards for utility construction, which tends to increase complexity when the 

same type of utility is affected in multiple jurisdictions. A more detailed evaluation of utility 

relocation requirements will be conducted as part of the EIS process after the engineering 

design process has advanced.  

Discussion of Results 

In general, roadway replacement and/or roadway widening is expected to require replacement 

in‐kind of affected utilities. Direct conflict between the proposed LRT guideway and utilities is 

similarly expected to require replacement. Damage to existing infrastructure during 

construction is likely to require additional replacement. 
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Existing utility systems in the study area and their associated agencies are identified in Table 5‐

22 below: 

TABLE 5-22 

Summary of Utility Providers 

Utility Discipline 
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Water               

Sanitary Sewer               

Electrical             

Communications             
Natural Gas             

Stormwater             

Solid Waste             
 

Only those water systems with mains 12 inches or greater in diameter were evaluated. Highline 

Water District has numerous storage tanks adjacent to the western edge of the I‐5 right‐of‐way 

north of S. 216th Street. Table 5‐23 provides a summary of the existing water facilities that 

parallel or cross SR 99 or I‐5 within the study area. 

Table 5‐24 provides a summary of the existing sewer facilities that parallel or cross SR 99 or I‐5 

within the study area. There are no sewer pump stations or treatment plants within the study 

area.  
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TABLE 5-23 

Summary of Existing Water Utilities 

Alternative Existing Water Facilities 

SR 99 Elevated Median 
SR 99 Hybrid 

 16-inch water main along 28th Avenue S. from Angle Lake Station to SR 99. 

 Water mains along both sides of SR 99 from S. 200th Street to S. 279th Street. Generally, the 
16-inch water main is on the east side of SR 99 and the 8-inch and 12-inch mains are on the 
west side.  

 12-inch water main on the east side of SR 99 from S. 288th Street to S. 308th Street. 

 Dual 12-inch water mains, one on each side of SR 99, from S. 308th Street to S. 320th Street. 
 10-inch to 18-inch water mains perpendicular to the alignment at arterial intersections from 

S. 200th Street to S. 320th Street (8 total). 

I-5 Mixed West Side 
I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 

 16-inch water main along 28th Avenue S. from Angle Lake Station to SR 99. 
 8-inch to 12-inch water mains along the streets crossed from S. 204th Street to I-5.  

 30-inch water main along I-5 from S. 208th Street to near S. 216th Street. 
 Multiple water tanks (Highline Water District) on the west side of I-5 north of S. 216th Street. 
 6-inch to 18-inch water mains perpendicular to the alignment along I-5 from S. 216th Street to 

S. 317th Street. (12 total) 

30th Avenue S. Elevated 
West Side 

 12-inch water main along the east side of 30th Avenue S. from S. 216th Street to S. 240th 
Street. 

 

TABLE 5-24 

Summary of Existing Sewer Utilities 

Alternative Existing Sewer Facilities 

SR 99 Elevated Median 
SR 99 Hybrid 

 8-inch sewer along 28th Avenue S. from Angle Lake Station to SR 99.  
 The west side of SR 99 has an 8-inch sewer from S. 208th Street to S. 216th Street. 

 The east side of SR 99 has a 10-inch sewer from S. 208th Street to S. 211th Street, and an 8-
inch sewer from S. 211th Street to S. 216th Street. 

 Intermittent 8-inch to 12-inch sewers on the east side of SR 99 from S. 216th Street to S. 
320th Street. 

 8-inch to 14-inch sewer on the west side of SR 99 from S. 260th Street to S. 272nd Street. 

I-5 Mixed West Side 
I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 

 8-inch sewer along 28th Avenue S. from Angle Lake Station to SR 99. 
 Various crossings, ranging from 8-inch to 18-inch along the alignment from S. 204th Street to 

S. 217th Street. 

30th Avenue S. Elevated 
West Side 

 8-inch sewer on the west side of 30th Avenue S. from S. 224th Street to S. 240th Street. 

 

Sound Transit requires a minimum clearance be maintained between its Overhead Catenary 

System (OCS) wires and any power lines. The electrical transmission facilities within the study 

area are primarily overhead lines, and are typically 115kV; these would need to be raised or 

relocated where they would not meet OCS separation standards with the proposed LRT 

guideway. The electrical distribution system is typically underground along SR 99 and overhead 

along surrounding streets. Except for a few crossings, there is no electrical transmission or 

distribution along the I‐5 right‐of‐way. PSE’s Midway Switch Station and Freeway Substation are 

co‐located along I‐5 south of S. 221st Street, and PSE has indicated that the steel lattice towers 

on either side of I‐5 near S. 224th Street that serve these facilities would need to be replaced, 
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given their age and structure type, to accommodate a line raise/relocation. Table 5‐25 provides 

a summary of the existing electrical facilities that parallel or cross SR 99 or I‐5 within the study 

area. 

TABLE 5-25 

Summary of Existing Electrical Transmission and Distribution Facilities 

Alternative Existing Electrical Transmission and Distribution Facilities 

SR 99 Elevated Median 
SR 99 Hybrid 

 115kV on the east side of 28th Avenue S. from Angle Lake Station to SR 99. 
 115kV on the west side of SR99 from S. 204th Street to S. 212th Street. 
 115kV on the east side of SR 99 from S. 212th Street to S. 220th Street. 

 115kV on the west side of SR 99 from S. 240th Street to S. 288th Street. 
 115kV on the east side of SR 99 from S. 300th Street to S. 320th Street. 
 PSE substation on the east side of SR 99 at approximately S. 290th Street. 

 PSE substation on the east side of SR 99 at S. 316th Street. 

I-5 Mixed West Side 
I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 

 115kV on the east side of 28th Avenue S. from Angle Lake Station to SR 99. 

 PSE substation at S. 221st Street. 
 Transmission lines cross I-5 at S. 216th Street, the PSE substation, and S. 288th Street. 
 Distribution lines cross I-5 at S. 221st Street, S. 259th Court, S. 272nd Street, S. 304th Street, 

and Military Road S. 

30th Avenue S. Elevated 
West Side 

 115kV on the east side of 30th Avenue S. 
 Distribution on the west side of 30th Avenue S, except where it is on the east side of 30th 

Avenue S as it crosses Kent-Des Moines Road. 
 PSE substation at S. 221st Street. 

 

The two primary telecommunications providers with major utility infrastructure in the study 

area are Comcast and CenturyLink. Their systems generally follow the electrical distribution 

network, buried along SR 99 and overhead on surrounding streets. There are no major 

telecommunications facilities parallel to I‐5. A fiber optic system owned by Level 3 

Communications follows Military Road S. through the study area and crosses I‐5 at each Military 

Road S. undercrossing. 

Puget Sound Energy is the natural gas provider within the study area. Most of the infrastructure 

encountered is local distribution consisting of 2‐inch, 4‐inch and 6‐inch diameter intermediate‐

pressure pipelines. A 16‐inch diameter high‐pressure pipeline parallels the alignments along 

28th Avenue S., and then follows SR 99 to S. 208th Street where it turns west; all alternatives 

have the potential to conflict with this pipeline segment as they depart Angle Lake Station. The 

16‐inch pipeline is encountered again at S. 272nd Street, where it crosses the SR 99 and I‐5 

alternatives. A branch of the 16‐inch pipeline crosses the I‐5 alignments once more at the 

southernmost crossing of Military Road S.  

Only existing stormwater conveyance open channels and closed pipes that are 12 inches in 

diameter or greater and that parallel or cross SR 99 or I‐5 within the study area were evaluated. 

Existing flow control and treatment facilities located along or downstream of the alternative 

routes were also located. Table 5‐26 provides a summary of the existing stormwater facilities. 
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TABLE 5-26 

Summary of Existing Stormwater Facilities 

Alternative Existing Stormwater Facilities 

SR 99 Elevated Median 
SR 99 Hybrid 

 Approximately 71,300 feet of 12- to 24-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 

 Approximately 2,300 feet of 30- to 36-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 
 Approximately 1,000 feet of greater than 36-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 
 Publicly-owned 48-inch-diamter box culvert on the west side of SR 99, approximately 600 

feet northwest of the intersection with S. 208th Street. 

 Approximately 4,300 feet of open channel conveyance 
 7 flow control facilities 
 4 water quality treatment facilities 

I-5 Mixed West Side 
I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 

 Approximately 29,000 feet of 12- to 24-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 
 Approximately 690 feet of 30- to 36-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 

 Approximately 1,600 feet of greater than 36-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 
 Privately-owned 42-inch-diamter pipe crossing I-5, approximately 1,000 feet north of the S. 

288th Street underpass 

 Approximately 36,300 feet of open channel conveyance 
 4 flow control facilities 
 Privately-owned 84-inch-diamter detention pipe on the west side of I-5, approximately 1,000 

feet north of the S. 288th St. underpass 

 3 water quality treatment facilities 

30th Avenue S. Elevated 
West Side (connected to the 
SR 99 Elevated Median 
alternative) 

 Approximately 62,400 feet of publically owned 12- to 24-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 

 Approximately 1,200 feet of privately owned 12- to 24-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 
 Approximately 2,300 feet of publically owned 30- to 36-inch-diameter conveyance pipe 
 Publicly-owned 48-inch-diamter box culvert on the west side of SR 99, approximately 600 

feet northwest of the intersection with S. 208th Street. 
 Approximately 970 feet of publically owned conveyance pipe greater than 36-inch-diameter 
 Approximately 5,000 feet of open channel conveyance 

 7 flow control facilities 
 4 water quality treatment facilities  

No information on existing stormwater management facilities was available for the section of I‐5 north of S. 224th Street 

 

 

Midway Landfill is a closed municipal solid waste facility maintained by Seattle Public Utilities, 

located west of I‐5 between S. 244th and S. 252nd Streets (see Section 5.7.3 for additional 

information). The potential presence of hazardous materials at the facility led to its designation 

as a Superfund site (see Section 5.7.2 for additional information). 

A summary of the existing major utilities encountered along the SR 99 and I‐5 corridors is listed 

in Table 5‐27. 
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TABLE 5-27 

Summary of Existing Major Utilities 

Utility Type SR 99 I-5 

Water  16-inch, 18-inch, and 60-inch pipes 
 16-inch, 30-inch and 60-inch pipes 

 Highline Water District Tanks at S. 216th Street 

Sanitary Sewer  36-inch pipe  (None) 

Electrical  115kV transmission parallel and crossing 

 115kV transmission crossing 

 230kV transmission crossing 

 Substation adjacent 

Stormwater 
 36-inch and 42-inch pipes 

 48-inch box culvert 
 (None) 

Solid Waste  (None)  Midway Landfill 

 

Key Results 

 Utility work may cause service interruptions, requiring coordination with agencies, 

jurisdictions and affected neighborhoods to minimize disruptions. 

 Utility construction work in SR 99 may affect traffic flow, potentially requiring lane closures 

and/or detours. Such conflicts are not likely to be substantial for I‐5 alternatives. 

 High‐voltage electrical transmission facilities along the length of corridor, both parallel and 

crossing, will require line raising and/or relocation. These facilities affect the SR 99 

alternatives more than they affect the I‐5 alternatives. 

 Highline Water District storage tanks and the Midway Landfill affect the LRT guideway for I‐

5 alternatives. 

5.7.2 Hazardous Materials 

The presence of contaminated sites in the project area can affect a project in multiple ways. 

Investigation may be required to determine the potential construction cost impacts of the 

contaminated site. Contaminated sites can also result in reduced property acquisition cost to 

account for the cost of mitigation during construction. Contaminated properties that are 

acquired could require remediation in order to serve their intended purpose on the project 

(such as a station, maintenance facility, etc.). Engineering controls (such as vapor intrusion 

mitigation) could also be required. 

Methodology 

Information on sites reported to be contaminated with hazardous materials within 1/8 mile of 

the alternative centerline was collected using a database research company and evaluated to 

determine which ones should be considered high risk for purposes of the project. High risk sites 
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are defined as sites that might be substantially contaminated and might create liability for 

Sound Transit either due to construction activities or by virtue of acquiring all or a portion of 

the site, such as for a station or parking facility. The 1/8 mile distance was used to identify sites 

that could be directly within the project footprint or could have contaminated groundwater 

that has spread within the project footprint.  

Discussion of Results 

Table 5‐28 shows total high risk sites by alternative. Exhibit 5‐15 maps the locations of the 

identified high risk hazardous material sites. The SR 99 alternatives have the greatest number of 

high‐risk sites, with a total of 68, which is roughly ten times the numbers of sites along the I‐5 

alternatives. This is not unusual, however, given the commercial oriented nature of the SR 99 

corridor and the large number of gas stations and auto‐repair oriented businesses along this 

corridor. 

The Midway Landfill, located between SR 99 and I‐5, is not considered a high‐risk hazardous 

materials site, but has been designated as a Superfund site. The landfill was first capped in 1983 

following its closure. Beginning in 1985, combustible gas was detected in nearby houses. The 

site has since been cleaned up by the City of Seattle with oversight from Washington 

Department of Ecology. The landfill remains capped and there are numerous wells in place to 

collect gases from below the cap. If an I‐5 alignment is chosen, these documented issues will 

require extensive permitting work and carefully‐planned waste disposal procedures and 

construction techniques to prevent potential groundwater contamination during construction.  

TABLE 5-28 
Total High Risk Sites within 1/8 Mile by Alternative 

Alternative High Risk Sites within 1/8 Mile 

SR 99 Alternatives  

SR 99 Elevated Median 68 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 Elevated Median) 68 

SR 99 Hybrid 68 

I-5 Alternatives  

I-5 Mixed West Side 6 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median 7 

 

Key Results 

 Alternatives along SR 99 have more high‐risk sites than alternatives along I‐5. 

 The closed Midway Landfill, managed by SPU, could have similar permitting and disposal 

issues to a high‐risk hazardous materials site if an I‐5 alternative is chosen. 
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EXHIBIT 5-15 
Hazardous Materials Sites 
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5.7.3 Geologic Issues 

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) (Revised Code of Washington Chapter 

36.70A) requires all cities and counties to identify critical areas within their jurisdictions and to 

formulate development regulations for their protection. The GMA defines critical areas, 

including geologically hazardous areas, as areas that are susceptible to erosion, sliding, 

earthquake, or other geological events; therefore, they are not suited to the siting of 

commercial, residential, or industrial development consistent with public health or safety 

concerns. 

Methodology 

The FWTE passes through four cities (SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way) and parts of 

unincorporated King County, all of which have defined geologically hazardous areas in their 

respective codes. These definitions and maps were reviewed to evaluate geologic hazards. 

Mapped geologic hazards are shown on Exhibit 5‐16. Erosion hazard areas are not shown, 

although most of the project area would be subject to erosion during construction without the 

use of best management practices (BMPs). 

Discussion of Results 

Erosion and steep slope hazards are present throughout the study area. The Midway Landfill is 

a 60‐acre former gravel quarry that was used as an unlined landfill from 1966 to 1983, 

ultimately taking approximately 3,000,000 cubic yards of waste, including demolition debris and 

municipal waste.  

The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would cross the eastern edge of the Midway Landfill and 

the mitigation and construction challenges associated with this crossing could be a primary 

factor in the alternative selection. These challenges include increased effort for design and 

permitting as well as increased construction costs due to the undocumented (but likely 

contaminated) character of the landfill debris present. There is a large area of wetland soils 

(identified as a seismic and settlement hazard area) bounded by S. 260th Street to the north, SR 

99 to the west, S. 272nd Street to the south, and I‐5 to the east. The selection of the location for 

the station at S. 272nd Street could be influenced by the presence of seismic and settlement 

hazards. Decisions on preferred foundation types would be affected by the presence of these 

hazards, as could the performance of surface parking facilities. 
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EXHIBIT 5-16 
Geologic Hazards 
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Additional review of the area immediately west of SR 99 was performed in light of the SR 99 

Hybrid alternative design refinement in this area. The guideway would be elevated from S. 

272nd Street to S. Dash Point Road with this alternative, and may be elevated or at grade from S. 

Dash Point Road to S. 304th Street. Review of the geologic mapping and geologic hazards 

mapping for that area indicates no major geotechnical issues for construction in this alignment 

at this time. There are some areas of mapped wetland soils, but these areas appear to be at 

least 500 feet from SR 99. The elevated guideway design will need to consider potential impacts 

to the steep slopes that are present west of SR 99 from 16th Avenue S. to Dash Point Road S. It 

is anticipated that these impacts should be relatively minor because the soils in this area are 

mapped as glacial till, and could be addressed during a subsequent phase of more detailed 

design. 

Key Results 

 Portions of the alternatives cross or extend into areas mapped as erosion and steep slope 

hazards. These hazard areas are not likely to affect alternative selection because they 

appear to be relatively minor and can be addressed by typical BMPs and construction 

practices. 

 Seismic and settlement hazard areas are present in limited areas in the central part of the 

project study area and could be a factor in determining the final location of the station near 

S. 272nd Street. 

 The eastern edge of the Midway Landfill could have unstable subsurface material. 

5.8 System Costs 

The cost to build, operate, and maintain the project have been estimated at a planning level 

based on the conceptual design information available. These estimates are separated into the 

capital costs, which are one‐time costs incurred at the beginning of the project to build it and 

purchase vehicles, and the ongoing annual costs to operate and maintain the part of the overall 

system this project represents. 

5.8.1 Estimated Capital Cost 

Planning‐level capital cost estimates have been prepared for all Level 2 alternatives. For each 

alternative, a low and high end cost was estimated to accommodate unforeseen variables not 

identified at the level of design currently available.  

Methodology 

The Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report cost estimates were updated and used as a basis for 

the Level 2 effort. Both the Level 1 and Level 2 cost estimates used the Lynnwood Link 
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Extension Project’s Unit Cost Library (which was based on the ST2 Unit Cost Library) to inform 

base unit costs for all estimates, which were escalated to 2013. Additional unit cost information 

was sourced from other relevant regional projects, including WSDOT sources. Some unit costs 

were updated or added to the Unit Cost Library as appropriate to the FWTE project. 

Detailed estimates were produced according to FTA Standard Cost Categories (SCC), which are: 

10.  Guideway and Track Elements

20.  Stations, Stops, Terminals, Intermodals

30.  Yards, Shop, Administration/Support Facilities (Note: this cost category  is not  included 

in the Level 2 capital cost estimates but will be developed by Sound Transit and provided 

in later phases) 

40.  Sitework and Special Conditions

50.  Systems 

60.  Right‐of‐Way, Land, Existing Improvements

70.  Vehicles 

80.  Soft Costs 

90.  Unallocated Contingency 

100.  Finance  Charges  (Note:  This  cost  category  is  not  included  in  the  Level  2  capital  cost 

estimates but is incorporated in the Sound Transit Financial Model) 

 

Costs for categories 10, 20, 40, and 50 were derived from the Level 2 alternatives, while costs 

for categories 60, 70, and 80 were derived with/from ST guidance. Total allocated contingencies 

applied to the different cost code categories vary from 10 percent to 40 percent depending on 

the category. Unallocated contingencies and project soft costs were also applied to the Level 2 

cost estimates. 

Several key design considerations have been identified at the conceptual design level that 

helped inform the Level 2 capital cost estimate: 

 Most of the Level 2 alternatives have the design challenge of long span structures crossing I‐

5, SR 509, and/or SR 99.  

 Stations and associated Park‐and‐Rides, ancillary buildings, and temporary transit facility 

requirements at the FWTC have been assumed for each alternative, although detailed 

station layouts have not been designed at this level. 

 For each alternative, interim terminus designs have been assumed at each station to allow 

for phased construction. 

 All alternatives have been assessed for site civil impacts including utility, roadway, retaining 

wall, etc.  
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 Level 2 right of way costs were developed by Sound Transit. 

In addition to the Level 2 evaluation general design considerations, several key alternative‐

specific design considerations have also been identified that help drive the Level 2 cost 

estimates. All of the SR 99 alternatives would require some use of the SR 99 median. In general, 

where the median is at least 12 feet wide, no permanent widening is assumed to be needed. 

For this reason, the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would generally require less acquisition 

of private property for right‐of‐way. The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would also cross 

major intersections, such as S. 216th Street, Kent‐Des Moines Road and S. 272nd Street, which 

would require major widening and/or large elevated structures for spanning the intersection.  

The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would run along the eastern edge of Midway Landfill for 

approximately one‐third of a mile. Extensive investigation and the associated costs for waste 

mitigation and construction solutions will be required to prevent potential groundwater 

pollution and guideway settlement, among other issues. The I‐5 Mixed West Side and I‐5 Mixed 

West Side/Median alternatives both have the challenge of limited LRT placement and 

constrained space between WSDOT’s future Gateway project, specifically near a WSDOT 

retaining wall and Highline Water District water tank support infrastructure near S. 216th Street, 

as well the proposed improvements planned at the Kent‐Des Moines Road interchange.  

The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative assumes the alignment would cross over the I‐5 

southbound mainline lanes to access a station on the west side of I‐5 at or near S. 272nd Street. 

The alignment would then cross back into the median until Federal Way Transit Center, at 

which point it crosses the I‐5 southbound mainline lanes again. 

Given the preliminary nature of this level of screening, cost estimates are rounded to the 

nearest $100 million (or $0.1 billion). A range of estimated capital costs for each alternative is 

shown in Table 5‐29. 
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Table 5-29 
Estimated Capital Cost ($billion, 2013) 

Alternative Range of Estimated Capital Costs 

SR 99 Alternatives 

SR 99 Elevated Median $1.5 to 1.8 

30th Avenue. S. Elevated West Side (w/SR 99 
Elevated Median) 

$1.6 to 1.8 

SR 99 Hybrid $1.5 to 1.8 

I-5 Alternatives 

I-5 Mixed West Side $1.3 to 1.5 

I-5 Mixed West Side/Median $1.4 to 1.6 

Note: Costs are rounded to the nearest $0.1 billion 

 

Discussion of Results 

The highest overall capital cost alternatives are SR 99 Hybrid, SR 99 Elevated Median, and 30th 

Avenue S. due mainly to the amount of right‐of‐way costs. The I‐5 alternatives currently have 

the lowest estimated capital costs. 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative has the highest construction costs (Category 

10‐50), due primarily to the amount of roadway/site civil reconstruction requirements. The SR 

99 Elevated Median alternative has the second‐highest construction costs and the I‐5 Mixed 

West Side alternative has the lowest construction costs. 

The SR 99 Hybrid alternative has the highest right‐of‐way costs of all the alternatives, with the 

SR 99 Elevated Median alternative having the second highest right‐of‐way costs. The I‐5 Mixed 

West/Median alternative has the lowest right‐of‐way costs.  

Key Results 

 The SR 99 alternatives and the 30th Avenue S. alternative have slightly higher estimated 

capital costs than I‐5 alternatives. 

 

5.8.2 Estimated Operations and Maintenance Costs 

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) costs have been estimated by Sound Transit staff in a 

planning exercise outside the Level 2 evaluation process. O&M cost estimates have been based 

on the following factors: 

 Projected design‐year ridership 

 Projected train frequency and travel time 
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 Alignment length by profile type (at‐grade, elevated, tunnel) 

 Number of stations by profile type (at‐grade, elevated, tunnel) 

Because all of the alternatives have been designed to optimize speed and consist mostly of 

elevated track, the annual O&M costs are approximately the same for all five alternatives at the 

level of detail in use at this stage of project development. The estimate for annual O&M cost for 

the project in 2013 dollars is $6.5 million. 
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6.0 Level 2 Findings & Conclusions 
– Alignment Alternatives 

This section summarizes the key data and analyses from the earlier chapters of this report, and 

presents the relevant findings and conclusions related to each of the Level 2 alternatives. Each 

of the following sections provides a table summarizing the relative strengths and weaknesses of 

each alternative. These strengths and weaknesses have been identified based on the alignment 

alternative definitions presented in Chapter 3, the evaluation criteria and measures described 

in Chapter 4, and the data and analysis results presented in Chapter 5. Following the strengths 

and weaknesses table for each alternative, there is a brief narrative that provides the summary 

conclusions and key findings for each alternative.  A summary of conclusions is provided at the 

end of the chapter.  

The findings and conclusions in this chapter are organized to compare the alternatives in two 

groups (the SR 99 alternatives and the I‐5 alternatives) to identify the best alternatives within 

each corridor (the SR 99 alternatives are compared to each other and the I‐5 alternatives are 

compared to each other). In addition the alternatives are compared across these two corridors 

within the study area. This approach has been taken because despite the amount and variety of 

data collected for Level 2 screening, the results provided both useful comparisons within each 

set of alternatives and do not paint a clear picture of whether or not one corridor performs 

clearly better than the other. In addition, the analysis suggests that alternatives from each 

corridor should be studied further in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The 

alternatives will be refined and developed to a higher level of detail before undergoing a more 

rigorous analysis in the Draft EIS. 

6.1 SR 99 Corridor Alternatives 

The SR 99 corridor generally features robust land use variety and corridor access, with areas of 

opportunity for targeted transit‐oriented land use improvements along the proposed Light Rail 

Transit (LRT) alternatives. The SR 99 alternatives have been designed to connect these areas 

and optimize ridership by balancing the need for LRT system access with the need to serve 

regional destinations. The following subsections compare the SR 99 alternatives to each other. 
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6.1.1 SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative 

TABLE 6-1 
SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative: Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses  

Strengths Weaknesses 
 No wetland effects 
 Fewest potential residential displacements  
 No potential for direct effects to community 

facilities 
 Fewer right of way effects due to available existing 

median space 
 Lowest estimated capital cost 

 Higher potential length of stream effect 
 Higher potential effects on business traffic due to recirculation 
 Highest potential traffic effects during construction due to median 

guideway and stations  
 Challenge of crossing SR 99/Kent-Des Moines Road and other 

major intersections in median 

 

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would include a light rail guideway on vertical columns 

in the median of SR 99. It would require construction of guideway support columns in the 

median of SR 99, which currently has a planted strip or intersection turning lanes for nearly all 

of the length of the study corridor.  

The location of the columns for the proposed transit guideway in the existing median of SR 99 

would be positive for this alternative because it would, in many locations, minimize or eliminate 

the need to widen the SR 99 roadway. Where the proposed columns would be placed in an 

existing planted strip, it has been assumed that the columns would fit within the available 

space. As a result, the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would have fewer business 

displacements than the SR 99 Hybrid alternative. With the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative, 

residential displacements would be less than with each of the other SR 99 alternatives. Lane 

closures during construction activities would affect mobility within the SR 99 corridor. The 

elevated guideway would cross over major intersections such as the Kent‐Des Moines Road 

intersection on a long elevated structure in the median of SR 99, which would increase cost and 

complexity. 

With the elevated alignment in the median of SR 99, the number and locations of mid‐block left 

turns and U‐turns could be reduced and the revised median configuration could require 

additional roadway improvements to facilitate local circulation. This could result in additional 

traffic impacts at nearby signalized intersections.  

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would be somewhat close to noise‐sensitive receivers on 

both sides of the roadway, resulting in more potential noise effects than the SR 99 Hybrid 

alternative, as well as more potential indirect effects on community facilities.  

Key Findings 

1) The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would have lower overall right‐of‐way requirements 

than other SR 99 alternatives. 



6.0 Findings and Conclusions 

Federal Way Transit Extension 6-3 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

2) It would have the greatest disruption to the community during construction of the SR 99 

alternatives. 

3) It would have the greatest potential for disruption to the community of the SR 99 

alternatives once operations begin because of traffic and noise effects. 

4) It would involve complex structural solutions (such as long spans and straddle bents) and/or 

substantial widening at major intersections to accommodate the median elevated 

guideway. 

6.1.2 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side with SR 99 Elevated Median 
Alternative 

TABLE 6-2 

30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side with SR 99 Elevated Median Alternative: Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 No wetland effects 
 Fewest business displacements  
 No potential for direct effects to community facilities 

 Higher potential for stream effects 
 Higher potential for visual effects  
 Most potential residential displacements  
 Highest number of noise-sensitive receivers  
 Highest number of Category 2 vibration-sensitive receivers  
 Higher potential traffic effects during construction due to 

median guideway and stations  

 

The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would include a light rail guideway on 

vertical columns on the west side of 30th Avenue S. between S. 220th Street and S. 240th Street. 

North and south of these points it would have the same alignment as the SR 99 Elevated 

Median alternative, and effects in these areas would be the same as the SR 99 Elevated Median 

alternative. North of Kent‐Des Moines Road, 30th Avenue S. is a primarily residential street with 

several large multi‐family complexes as well as some single family homes. Locating the 

alignment on 30th Avenue S. in this area would avoid the traffic, design and cost issues 

associated with putting the light rail guideway through the complex SR 99/Kent‐Des Moines 

Road intersection. It has greater potential for residential displacements and visual, noise and 

vibration effects than the other SR 99 alternatives, but would have fewer effects on businesses 

along SR 99 in this area.  

Some of the negative effects could be reduced by moving the transition from SR 99 to 30th 

Avenue S. farther south than S. 220th Street. Also, although this alternative was evaluated as if 

it was connected to the SR 99 Elevated Median alternative, it could be combined with the SR 99 

Hybrid alternative to the north or the south, or it could be connected to an I‐5 alternative to the 

south.  
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Key Findings 

1) The 30th Avenue S. Elevated West Side alternative would avoid the challenges associated 

with the complex crossing of the SR 99/Kent Des Moines Road intersection. 

2) It would have greater potential for effects on residences than other SR 99 alternatives, 

especially north of Kent‐Des Moines Road. 

3) It would have lower potential for effects on businesses than other SR 99 alternatives. 

6.1.3 SR 99 Hybrid Alternative 

TABLE 6-3 
SR 99 Hybrid Alternative: Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses 

Strengths Weaknesses 

 Lower potential for stream effects 
 Lowest number of Category 2 noise-sensitive receivers 
 Lowest number of Category 2 vibration-sensitive 

receivers 
 Fewer congested intersections with potential traffic 

effects for SR 99 alternatives 
 Less potential for traffic effects during construction 

 Potential effects to McSorley Creek wetland area  
 Most potential business displacements 
 Highest potential for direct effects to community facilities 

 

The SR 99 Hybrid alternative light rail guideway would be constructed primarily on either the 

east or the west side of SR 99, minimizing reconstruction of SR 99 and potential traffic effects 

associated with occupying the median. It would also avoid crossing the SR 99/Kent Des Moines 

Road intersection in the median by crossing Kent Des Moines Road on the west side of SR 99. 

This alternative would have the least potential for noise and vibration effects on residences 

among the SR 99 alternatives, as well as less potential for effects on traffic during construction 

and operation.  

This alternative would be located on the east side of SR 99 near the McSorley Creek wetland 

complex, resulting in potential effects to this wetland. These effects would be further defined in 

the EIS and would require additional information on the wetland boundary and the extent to 

which the wetland could be avoided. Being located on the side of the predominantly 

commercial SR 99 corridor, however would result in the greatest number of business 

displacements of any alternative, and could displace up to 3 commercial buildings where space 

is leased for religious facilities. The design of this alternative could be further refined to further 

avoid or minimize many of the identified adverse effects.  

Key Findings 

1) The SR 99 Hybrid would avoid most of the traffic and construction issues associated with 

construction and operation in the SR 99 median. 
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2) It is the only alternative with potential for effects on wetlands. 

3) It would have greater impacts on businesses and community facilities than the other SR 99 

alternatives. 

6.2 I-5 Corridor Alternatives 

The I‐5 corridor studied is primarily within the I‐5 right‐of‐way, which is adjacent to primarily 

single family land uses, except at the interchanges at Kent‐Des Moines Road and S. 317th/320th 

streets, which have commercial land uses. The alternatives within this corridor are designed to 

connect access points at freeway interchanges to optimize ridership by balancing the need for 

LRT system access with the need to serve regional destinations.  

The I‐5 alternatives are subject to ongoing review and coordination with WSDOT. The “SR 167, 

SR 509, and I‐5 Puget Sound Gateway Project” (“the Gateway Project”) is a long‐term effort to 

improve roadway access to the ports of Seattle and Tacoma, in the interest of maintaining and 

enhancing Washington’s global economic competitiveness. The Gateway Project features three 

projects that, when combined, could add substantial width to I‐5 in the FWTE project study 

area. In some parts of the study area, this additional roadway width would occupy all or most of 

the available WSDOT right‐of‐way.  

The two I‐5 alternatives being considered in this Level 2 screening process are subject to 

substantial change as new information becomes available about the spatial needs of the 

Gateway Project. Although these widening projects are not currently funded, discussions 

continue regarding the appropriate placement of the proposed LRT guideway along I‐5. The 

assumptions contained in this report about LRT guideway placement represent the best 

information available at the time regarding right‐of‐way availability and WSDOT design 

coordination. 

The following subsections compare the I‐5 alternatives to each other. 

6.2.1 I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative 

TABLE 6-4 
I-5 Mixed West Side Alternative: Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Lower potential for traffic effects during construction 
 Lower estimated cost  

 Higher potential for visual effects 
 Higher number of Category 2 and Category 3 noise-sensitive 

receivers  
 Higher number of Category 2 vibration-sensitive receivers  
 Cost and challenge of crossing Midway Landfill 
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The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would be along the west side of I‐5, primarily within or 

adjacent to the WSDOT right‐of‐way. It would be at‐grade in some locations and grade‐

separated in others. Construction within WSDOT right‐of‐way on the west side of I‐5 would 

minimize the need for lane closures on local roads as well as on I‐5. The land uses adjacent to I‐

5 are primarily residential; consequently, this alignment has more potential for effects on 

residences, including displacements, noise, vibration and visual effects. This alternative would 

cross the Midway Landfill, which presents engineering challenges and additional costs. Both I‐5 

alternatives would also need to avoid or relocate the Highline Water District tanks and a major 

Puget Sound Energy substation. Coordination with WSDOT during the Level 2 process indicated 

that the availability of their right‐of‐way may be limited north of Kent‐Des Moines Road, due to 

potential conflicts with the planned SR 509 extension (as part of the Gateway Project). 

Key Findings 

1) The I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative would have greater potential for effects on residences. 

2) Crossing the Midway Landfill would present engineering challenges and increased costs. 

3) Use of WSDOT right‐of‐way may be limited north of Kent‐Des Moines Road.  

6.2.2 I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Alternative 

TABLE 6-5 
I-5 Mixed West Side/Median Alternative: Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses 

Strengths Weaknesses 

 Lower potential for visual effects 
 Lower number of Category 2 and Category 3 

noise-sensitive receivers  
 Lower number of Category 2 vibration-sensitive 

receivers  
 Avoids the Midway Landfill 

 Lower potential for traffic effects during construction 
 Uncertainty regarding availability of the median for transit 

guideway due to the potential Puget Sound Gateway project 
 Crossing I-5 southbound lanes to get into and out of the median  
 Higher estimated cost 

 

The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would be along the west side of I‐5 primarily 

within or adjacent to the WSDOT right‐of‐way and within the median between the north and 

south bound lanes of I‐5. This alternative would transition from west of I‐5 to the I‐5 median 

near S. 240th Street, primarily to avoid crossing the Midway Landfill, and would cross back to 

the west side of I‐5 for stations at S. 272nd Street and the Federal Way Transit Center. 

Construction in the I‐5 right‐of‐way would minimize disruption to the community, but could 

have effects on I‐5 traffic. Construction in the median and to cross into and out of the median 

would result in lane closures and some traffic disruption on I‐5, which would not occur with the 

I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative.  
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Land use adjacent to I‐5 is primarily residential, and therefore the alignment would have less 

potential for effect on businesses. The potential for noise, vibration, and visual effects on 

residences would be similar to the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative where the alignment is on 

the west side of I‐5, but would be avoided when in the median. Coordination with WSDOT 

during the Level 2 process indicated that the availability of their right‐of‐way may be limited 

north of Kent‐Des Moines Road, due to potential conflicts with the planned SR 509 extension 

(as part of the Gateway Project). Other components of the Gateway Project may require use of 

the median south of Kent‐Des Moines Road. 

Key Findings 

1) The I‐5 Mixed West Side/Median alternative would have less potential for effects on 

residences.  

2) Constructing in the median and crossing I‐5 would be more disruptive to I‐5 traffic and more 

expensive than the I‐5 Mixed West Side alternative. 

3) Availability of WSDOT right‐of‐way for this project is uncertain. 

6.3 Comparing SR 99 to I-5 

TABLE 6-6 
SR 99 and I-5: Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses by Corridor 

SR 99 Corridor I-5 Corridor 
Strengths 
 More subsidized housing within ½ mile 
 Greater area zoned for high density development  
 More employment (existing and future) within ½ mile 
 More potential for non-motorized access  
 Fewer potential residential displacements 
 Avoids important large utility sites (e.g. water tanks, electrical 

substation) 
 

Weaknesses 
 Slightly longer travel time  
 More potential business displacements 
 Greater potential for indirect effects to community facilities 
 More Category 3 noise-sensitive receivers 
 Higher potential for effects to community during construction 
 Higher estimated cost  

Strengths 
 Slightly shorter travel time 
 Fewer potential business displacements 
 Less potential for indirect effects to community facilities 
 Fewer Category 3 noise-sensitive receivers 
 Lower potential for effects to community during 

construction 
 Lower estimated cost than SR 99 alternatives 
 
Weaknesses 
 Less subsidized housing within ½ mile 
 Smaller area zoned for high density development  
 Less employment (existing and future) within ½ mile 
 Less potential for non-motorized access  
 More potential residential displacements 
 Affects important large utility sites (e.g. water tanks, 

electrical substation) 

 

The SR 99 and I‐5 corridors each offer strengths and weaknesses that are generally different 

from the other corridor, resulting in trade‐offs of benefits and effects that are more different 

between the two corridors than between the various alternatives in each corridor. The SR 99 

corridor is more densely developed and of a commercial and mixed use nature, and therefore 

has greater potential for effects to existing development, as well as more potential for new 
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development. The SR 99 corridor is more accessible by all modes (vehicle, transit or non‐

motorized) and more integrated into the communities along the route. The I‐5 corridor is 

primarily residential on both sides, and therefore has less potential for overall community 

disruption such as effects to traffic, but greater potential for effects to individual residences, 

including noise, vibration and visual effects. The I‐5 corridor generally has more existing express 

transit and better utilized park and rides. Alternatives in the SR 99 corridor have higher 

estimated costs than alternatives in the I‐5 corridor. 

6.4 Special Alignment Issues 

This section documents issues related to alignments for which discussion does not fit easily 

within the context of the alternatives analysis documented in this report. 

6.4.1 SR 99/I-5 Connection 

With the exception of both ends of the FWTE corridor where the guideway would connect to 

the stations that define its limits (Angle Lake and FWTC), the Level 2 alignment alternatives 

were defined as running along either SR 99 or I‐5 for the entirety of the corridor. However, 

throughout the Level 1 and Level 2 analysis process, the project team has heard input and 

collected data indicating that the two alignments could each perform higher in different parts 

of the corridor. It is possible that an LRT alignment that crosses over from one to the other 

could perform better than the best alternative confined to each corridor for the entire length of 

the corridor and/or might be preferred in the study area. The combination of segments of the 

SR 99 and I‐5 alignment alternatives would affect alignment development in the following two 

primary ways: 

 Such a combination would require the conceptual design and analysis of a new track route 

between SR 99 and I‐5 that has not been specifically analyzed so far in the study, and 

 The resulting alternative would represent a new concept to the residents, business‐owners, 

and other stakeholders in the corridor. 

In order to avoid creating a route that would slow trains by forcing out‐of‐direction travel and 

having tight curves that would slow down the trains and increase travel time, the optimum 

connection location would be located where I‐5 and SR 99 are close together, such as in the 

Kent‐Des Moines Road area, rather than where they are not.  

Although potential connections between the SR 99 and I‐5 corridors have not been included 

formally in the alternatives analysis process, project planners and engineers have identified 

multiple potential locations to connect these corridors that could be considered. Examples of 

considerations that could influence a decision to investigate such a connection alignment 

include: 
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 Potential physical limitations in the I‐5 

right of way north of Kent‐Des Moines 

Road; 

 Challenges in crossing the Midway 

Landfill; or 

 Local concerns regarding potential 

adverse effects. 

While detailed alignments for potential 

connection locations have not been 

investigated, there are four general areas 

between the Kent‐Des Moines and 272nd 

stations that have been identified in early 

discussions thus far. These areas are 

discussed in the following subsections and 

are illustrated in Exhibit 6‐1. 

1.	Near	Kent‐Des	Moines	Road	

A connection from SR 99 to I‐5 (or I‐5 to SR 

99) could be located in the vicinity of Kent‐

Des Moines Road, such that the guideway 

would transition to the east out of the SR 99 

corridor north of the Kent‐Des Moines 

intersection and cross over Kent‐Des 

Moines Road at or near the intersection 

with 30th Avenue S. It could continue along 

the south side of Kent‐Des Moines Road to 

the I‐5 corridor and turn south along the 

west side of I‐5. Such a connection would 

be consistent with a proposed Kent‐Des 

Moines station location near the I‐5 right of 

way just south of Kent‐Des Moines Road, as 

proposed in the City of Kent’s Midway 

Subarea Plan. 
 

EXHIBIT 6-1 
Potential SR 99/I-5 Connection Alignments 

1 
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2.	Between	S.	240th	St.	and	the	Midway	Landfill		

This portion of the corridor could include a connection in either direction—from I‐5 to SR 99 or 

from SR 99 to I‐5—depending on the preferred alignment to the north and south of the 

connection. If the Kent‐Des Moines station is located closer to S. 240th than to Kent‐Des Moines 

Road, a connection could generally traverse vacant and lightly‐used commercial land without 

substantially slowing down the train or increasing travel time. A connection in this area would 

have the advantage of being relatively short, but might still require crossing the Midway Landfill 

and/or be constrained by future WSDOT right‐of‐way needs in the I‐5 right‐of‐way. 

3.	Between	the	Midway	Landfill	and	the	McSorley	Creek	Wetland	Complex	

The area south of the Midway Landfill and north of the McSorley Creek wetland complex 

consists almost entirely of existing single‐family and multi‐family residential land uses, and 

contains almost no vacant land. A potential connection through this area that would not impact 

either the landfill to the north or the wetland to the south could only be constructed by 

displacing multiple single family and multifamily residences. This location would avoid the 

challenge of crossing the Midway Landfill and the wetlands, but comes with the disadvantage of 

relatively extensive impacts to the existing residential community. 

4.	Crossing	the	McSorley	Creek	Wetland	Complex	

The McSorley Creek wetland complex is a potential opportunity to connect SR 99 and I‐5 

alternatives because it could be crossed diagonally on primarily undeveloped land. This 

potential alignment would access the Star Lake Park and Ride at S. 272nd Street and would allow 

trains to maintain desirable speeds and not affect travel time. This crossing could occur at the 

narrowest area of the wetland, minimizing effects on the wetland. While such a connection 

alignment has not been designed, it is possible with the elevated nature of the proposed 

guideway that the actual project footprint on the ground could be limited to fewer than ten 

columns in the area of the wetlands complex. A connection at this location has the advantage 

of avoiding effects on residential neighborhoods and the challenges of crossing the landfill, but 

the disadvantage of direct and indirect wetland effects. In addition, much of this property has 

been purchased by the City of Kent for preservation purposes, and this area is considered 

ecologically important by multiple government agencies because of its size. It is the headwaters 

for McSorley Creek, which supports anadromous and resident fish.  

6.4.2 Future HCT Extension to the South 

The choice between SR 99 and I‐5 for the preferred FWTE alignment could influence (and/or be 

influenced by) a potential future extension of the Link system further south to Tacoma. In order 

to not preclude either SR 99 or I‐5 as a feasible alignment for the future extension south, the 
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guideway and station could be located between these two major roadways and oriented north‐

south so as not to require a large amount of turning, which reduces train speeds, in order to 

reach either corridor.  

If the FWTE alignment terminates at a station platform within a short walk of the existing FWTC 

bus platform location, the alignment would be somewhat likely to include low‐speed curves 

and/or represent a crossing from I‐5 to SR 99 (or vice versa) in the vicinity of the FWTC.  

The future connection of the FWTE farther south to Tacoma is the subject of the South Corridor 

Alternatives Planning Study, which is being conducted concurrently with this alternatives 

analysis effort. Its purpose is to inform Sound Transit’s Long Range Plan regarding the needs 

and opportunities for high capacity transit in that area, and may or may not identify a preferred 

corridor in this area.  

6.5 Summary of Conclusions 

The Level 2 evaluation has provided substantial additional data on the five alternatives 

considered, including a range of strengths and weaknesses that inform comparisons both 

within and across the two corridors under consideration. Because these comparisons have not 

indicated clear decisions regarding either advancing or removing any of the Level 2 alternatives, 

Sound Transit has determined that all five will be carried forward into the environmental 

scoping process for consideration as potential alternatives to study in a Draft EIS. 
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7.0 Station Evaluation 

The Level 2 alignment alternatives were evaluated with three proposed station locations as 

defined by previous planning documents, which are the Kent/Des Moines, S. 272nd Street and 

Federal Way Transit Center (FWTC) stations. These three station locations are considered part 

of the baseline project definition and are referred to as “baseline” stations in this analysis. As 

part of the Level 2 Evaluation, a comprehensive look at potential additional station locations 

was undertaken. 

The station evaluation began with identification of an initial list of potential station locations. 

The initial list was based on input received from the public during early scoping and agencies 

through agency coordination, and staff assessment of possible station locations. The initial list 

included 22 potential additional locations that were subjected to a pre‐screening process. 

Additional locations that were in very close proximity to baseline stations were combined with 

these stations for purposes of this evaluation. 

After the pre‐screening a smaller list of 11 potential station locations remained, which were 

evaluated in Level 2. These included the 4 baseline stations (at Kent/Des Moines Road, two at S. 

272nd Street, and one at the FWTC) and 7 potential additional station locations. Four of the 

additional potential station locations are associated with the SR 99 alternatives and three are 

associated with the I‐5 alternatives.  

Section 7.1 describes how the stations were identified and evaluated, Section 7.2 presents the 

data developed to evaluate the stations, Section 7.3 provides the findings by station location 

and Section 7.4 provides a summary of the evaluation results. Data is first presented for the 

stations defined as part of the baseline project, and is then followed by data for the potential 

additional stations. 

7.1 Station Evaluation Methodology 

7.1.1 Initial List of Potential Station Locations 

In addition to the four baseline stations located generally at Kent/Des Moines, S. 272nd Street 

(two locations) and FWTC, 21 potential additional station locations were initially identified, for 

a total of 25 possible station locations. The list of possible station locations came from multiple 

sources, including ST2, the early scoping process, the PSRC “Growing Transit Communities” 

Existing Conditions report and staff assessment of potential station locations. The initial list of 

potential additional station locations is provided in Table 7‐1 below (from north to south in the 

study area) and the locations are shown on Exhibit 7‐1.  
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Table 7-1 
Initial List of Potential Additional Station Locations  

Station Location Corridor (SR 99, I-5 or other) In Vicinity of Baseline Station? 

S. 216th St SR 99, I-5 No 

Kent/Des Moines Park-and-Ride I-5 No 

Highline Community College (HCC) 
parking lot 

SR 99 Yes, in vicinity of Kent/Des Moines Station 

Lowes parking lot along SR 99 (near 
HCC) 

SR 99 Yes, in vicinity of Kent/Des Moines Station 

S. 252nd Street Near Fred Meyer SR 99 No 

S. 260th Street SR 99, I-5 No 

Woodmont Library SR 99 Yes, in vicinity of S. 272nd Station 

LA Fitness parking lot (near Redondo 
Heights Park-and-Ride lot) 

SR 99 Yes, in vicinity of S. 272nd Station 

S. 288th Street SR 99, I-5, Military Road No 

S. Dash Point Road SR 99 No 

Easter Lake (approximately S. 312th 
Street) 

SR 99 No 

S. 320th Street SR 99 Yes, in vicinity of FWTC Station 

The Commons at Federal Way 
One location would connect to 
either SR 99 or I-5 

Yes, in vicinity of FWTC Station 

S. 320th Park-and-Ride at I-5 I-5 Yes, in vicinity of FWTC Station 

21st Avenue S. near S. 336th Street  Beyond limits of study area No 

S. 348th Street Park-and-Ride Beyond limits of study area No 

Kent Sounder Station Beyond limits of study area No 
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Exhibit 7-1 

Initial List of Potential Station Locations 
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7.1.2 Pre-Screening of Initial Station Locations 

Several of the initial station locations were pre‐screened out prior to the more detailed Level 2 

evaluation. The list of pre‐screened locations and the reason for pre‐screening them and 

excluding them from further analysis is summarized below in Table 7‐2. 

Table 7-2 
Pre-Screening of Initial List of Potential Station Locations  

Station Location Pre-Screening Results 
Kent/Des Moines Park-and-

Ride 
  (east side of I-5) 

This station location would only work with an east of I-5 alignment. An east of I-5 alignment is not 
under consideration. Existing land uses and planned land uses would not be very supportive of a 
light rail station in this location.  

S. 252nd Street near Fred 
Meyer 

This location is not well connected to cross streets that would provide good access to a station 
and additional transit transfer opportunities.  

S. 288th Street at Military 
Road  

This location is approximately 0.5 miles east of the SR 99 alternatives and 0.4 miles west of the I-
5 alternatives. 

Easter Lake  This location is approximately 0.2 miles west of the SR 99 alternatives, is farther away from the 
FWTC, and in a predominantly single-family neighborhood.

21st Ave/S. 336th Street  
There is no proposed light rail alignment in this area. This location is over 1 mile south of the 
southern terminus at the FWTC and outside the study area. 

S. 348th Park-and-Ride 
There is no proposed light rail alignment in this area. This location is approximately 3 miles 
southwest of the southern terminus at the FWTC and outside the study area. 

Kent Sounder Station  
There is no proposed light rail alignment near the Sounder alignment through Kent. This location 
is approximately 3 miles east of I-5 in downtown Kent and is outside the FWTE study area.  

7.1.3 Station Locations Evaluated in Level 2 

Following the pre‐screening of the initial list of potential station locations, some remaining 

locations that were in very close proximity to baseline stations were combined with these 

stations. These locations are noted in the third column on Table 7‐1 and include the Highline 

Community College and Lowe’s parking lots, which are in the general vicinity of the Kent/Des 

Moines Station, the Woodmont Library and the LA Fitness parking lot, which are in the general 

vicinity of the S. 272nd Street Station, and S. 320th Street, The Commons at Federal Way, and the 

S. 320th Street Park‐and‐Ride at I‐5, which are in the general vicinity of the FWTC Station. 

Consolidating these stations resulted in seven potential additional station locations remaining 

for further and more detailed evaluation in Level 2. These remaining stations are listed in Table 

7‐3 and shown in Exhibit 7‐2. 

Table 7-3 
Level 2 Station Locations 

Baseline Stations  Potential Additional Stations-SR 99 Potential Additional Stations-I-5 

Kent/Des Moines S. 216th Street S. 216th Street 

S. 272nd Street (Redondo Heights Park-
and-Ride) 

S. 260th Street S. 260th Street 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake Park-and-Ride) S. 288th Street S. 288th Street 

FWTC S. Dash Point Road  
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 Exhibit 7-2 
Level 2 Station Locations 
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7.1.4 Station Evaluation Criteria and Measures 

Eleven station locations (4 baseline stations, 4 potential additional stations on SR 99, and 3 

potential additional stations on I‐5) were evaluated using primarily the same evaluation 

measures as described for evaluation of the Level 2 study alignment alternatives, Objective 3: 

Serve Supportive Land Use Plans and Economic Development Objectives. These measures were 

applied to a half mile radius around each potential station location in order to provide a more 

direct comparison between potential station locations. Additional measures for station 

boardings, access to activity centers and motorized access were also included. Table 7‐4 lists 

these measures and a brief statement explaining the methodology used. 

7.2 Station Evaluation – Data Results 

The following sections present the data that was compiled for each evaluation measure for 

each of the potential additional station locations. 

7.2.1 Daily Project Ridership and Station Boardings 

As presented in Chapter 5, the year 2035 project‐wide ridership for all alignment alternatives is 

forecasted to be approximately 23,500 riders per day. The similarity in the ridership forecasts 

between the alternatives is due in part to two of the three stations (Kent/Des Moines and 

FWTC) associated with all the alternatives being in similar locations and therefore serving 

similar transit markets.  

Table 7‐5 shows the projected LRT ridership in the study area for all alternatives in the SR 99 

and I‐5 corridors for the three baseline stations as well as with three potential additional 

stations. The ridership estimate for the six station options would result in about 1,000 

additional riders over the entire project length, for a total project‐wide ridership of 24,500 

riders per day. This slight ridership difference suggests that the ridership potential difference 

between three and six stations along SR 99 or I‐5 is relatively small.  

Table 7‐6 presents projected station boardings for individual stations if additional stations were 

to be added to SR 99 and I‐5 alternatives, and compares these with boardings for the three 

baseline station locations. The station area boardings at the potential additional stations at S. 

216th Street, S. 260th Street, S. 288th Street and S. Dash Point Road would average between 500 

and 1,000 boardings per day. In most cases, the majority of the boardings at these additional 

stations would result from shifting boardings from adjacent stations. These boardings would 

likely be from non‐motorized and bus access as these additional stations were not assumed to 

have additional parking provided at the stations. 
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TABLE 7-4 
Evaluation Measures Used for Station Evaluation 

Measure Methodology 

Daily project 
ridership and 
station 
boardings 

Using the ST forecasting model and general station area assumptions, produced 2035 estimated daily and annual 
ridership. Using the Sound Transit forecasting model and general station area assumptions, 2035 estimated station 
boardings were calculated. 

Unit of measure: 2035 Daily station boardings. 

Travel time  
Travel times were developed for new alternatives using a simple distance/speed estimate with time added for each 
station.  

Unit of measure: One way travel time between S. 200th Street and S. 320th Street. 

Existing land 
use  

Determined percentage of single family residential, multi-family residential, commercial, industrial, institutional, public and 
vacant land uses within ½ mile of each station using King County Assessor data. Land uses were generalized between 
jurisdictions as necessary. 

Unit of measure: Percent of each existing land use. 

Planned land 
use  

Determined percentage of planned land uses based on local comprehensive plans within ½ mile of each station. Land 
uses were generalized between jurisdictions as necessary. 

Unit of measure: Percent of each comprehensive land use. 

High 
Density/TOD 
Zoning 

Determined acres and percentage of existing zoning that is either high-density residential, transit oriented development 
(TOD), or allows mixed use within a 1/2 mile of each station. Zoning data was obtained from the cities of SeaTac, Des 
Moines, Kent and Federal Way.  

Unit of measure: Acres and percent of high density/TOD zoning. 

Underutilized 
parcels  

Determined number of parcels considered underutilized based on ratio of building to land value within ½ mile of each 
station. Underutilized parcels are those with a ratio of improvement value to land value of 1:1 or less, based on King 
County Assessor data. 

Unit of measure: Acres of underutilized land. 

Population  
Determined total population within ½ mile of each station based on U.S. Census data. Population was estimated based 
on percentage of each census blocks within study area.  

Unit of measure: Total existing population within ½ mile (rounded to nearest 1,000). 

Employment  

Determined total employment within ½ mile of each station based on data supplied by the Employment Securities 
Department (ESD) through PSRC. Employment data exists as points that were aggregated for a ½ mile buffer around 
each station.  

Unit of measure: Total employment (rounded to the nearest 1,000). 

Households  
Determined total number of households within ½ mile of each station based on U.S. Census data. Households were 
estimated based on percentage of each census blocks within study area.  

Unit of measure: Total households (rounded to the nearest 1,000).  

Access to 
Regional 
Activity 
Centers 

Determined if station provides access to regional level activity centers, defined as Highline Community College and 
Federal Way Transit Center. 

Unit of measure: Qualitative discussion. 

Parking 
opportunities  

This measure included the current number of park & ride parking spaces (publicly owned or leased facilities) and the 
number of potential park & ride facilities (such as church parking lots) within a ½ mile of each station. Utilization of 
existing parking lots was reported. The measure also qualitatively discussed areas where overflow parking from park & 
rides could be a problem.  

Unit of measure: Number and utilization of existing park-and-ride spaces, number of potential park and ride locations, and 
qualitative discussion. 

Motorized 
Access 

Determined the degree of access to a station from north, south, east and west, and determined the number of bus routes 
that provide direct access to the site. 

Unit of measure: Qualitative discussion of roadway access and quantitative evaluation of bus routes. 

Non –
motorized 
access  

This measure qualitatively discusses existing and planned bike and pedestrian facilities and options for each station. 
Density of roadways that are arterials or smaller were calculated within a ½ mile of each station. The presence of bike 
lanes and sidewalks is also discussed. 

Unit of measure: Linear feet of roadway within ½ mile of each potential station location. Qualitative discussion of existing 
and planned bike lanes and sidewalks. 

Estimated 
cost  

Using Sound Transit's database of recent capital costs, a range of capital cost estimates was determined for alternatives 
in current year dollars. Annual operations and maintenance (O&M) costs were modeled using the Sound Transit O&M 
model. 

Unit of measure: Range of capital costs for alternatives ($2013); Annual O&M cost ($2013) provided by Sound Transit. 
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Table 7-5 
2035 Alignment Ridership Potential 

Corridor 2035 Daily Riders 2035 Annual Riders 

Baseline Stations  

  SR 99 or I-5 with 3 Stations ending at FWTC  23,500 7.4 million 

Potential Additional Stations 

  SR 99 or I-5 with 6 Stations ending at FWTC  24,500 7.6 million 

Note: 2035 Daily riders are rounded to the nearest 500. 2035 Annual riders are rounded to the nearest 0.1 million. 

 

Table 7-6 
Year 2035 Daily Station Boardings  

 

 

Station Location 

SR 99 I-5 

3 Stations 
ending at 

FWTC 

6 Stations 
ending at 

FWTC 

3 Stations 
ending at 

FWTC 

6 Stations 
ending at 

FWTC 

S. 216th Street n/a 1,000 n/a 1,000 

Kent/Des Moines  3,000 2,000 2,500 1,500 

S. 260th Street n/a 1,000 n/a 500 

S. 272nd Street 2,000 1,000 2,000 1,500 

S. 288th Street n/a 500a n/a 500a 

Dash Point Rd. S.  n/a 500 a n/a n/a 

FWTC 8,000 8,000 8,500 8,000 

Total Boardings  13,000 13,500 13,000 13,000 

Notes: 2035 Daily boardings are rounded to the nearest 500. For the 272nd Street corridor, 
the SR 99 alternatives include a station near the Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride, while 
the I-5 alternatives include a station near the Star Lake Park-and-Ride. 
a It is assumed that the S. 288th Street and Dash Point Road S. stations would serve 
similar travel markets and that both would not be constructed since they are approximately 
0.5 mile apart. 

7.2.2 Travel Times 

The projected travel time for the SR 99 and I‐5 

alternatives, each with three stations, is about 

14 minutes. They would have generally similar 

travel times because they have similar lengths 

and all the alternatives are either elevated or 

grade‐separated. The minor differences in 

alignment lengths and curvatures would result 

in slight travel time differences of one minute 

or less.  

Table 7-7  
Travel Times for Alignments with Station Options 

Light Rail Alternative 
Travel Time 
(minutes) 

Baseline Stations 

 SR 99 with 3 Stations ending at FWTC 14.5 

 I-5 with 3 Stations ending at FWTC 14.0 

Potential Additional Stations  

 SR 99 with 6 Stations ending at FWTC 16.5 

 I-5 with 6 Stations ending at FWTC 16.0 

Note: Travel Times are rounded to the nearest half minute.  
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Adding up to three additional stations (at S. 216th Street, S. 260th Street, and S. 288th or S. Dash 

Point Road) would add about two minutes of travel time to the SR 99 or I‐5 alternatives, as 

shown in Table 7‐7. The added travel time is due to a dwell time at the stations, and 

acceleration and deceleration of the trains at these stations. Each potential additional station 

would add approximately 40 seconds. 

7.2.3 Land Use 

This section discusses how well existing land uses would support a station location, and the 

potential for future development at station locations based on planned land use, zoning and 

underutilized parcels. Areas that are currently or proposed to be densely developed with 

commercial, mixed use or multi‐family land uses are considered to be more supportive of a 

station than lower density land uses such as single‐family residential or industrial. In addition, 

parcels that are currently vacant or considered underutilized area more likely to be 

redeveloped with land uses that may support a station, depending on zoning. Areas zoned for 

TOD or high‐density zoning are also more likely to be redeveloped in a way that is supportive of 

a station. Existing land uses within a ½ mile of station locations are presented in Table 7‐8 and 

Exhibit 7‐3. 

Table 7-8 
Existing Land Use by Station Area by Acres and (Percent of Total) 

 

Station Location 
Single 
Family  

Multi-
family  

Commercial Industrial
Insti- 

tutional 
Parks/ Open 

Space 
Vacant 

Baseline Stations  

Kent/Des Moines  102 (21%) 37 (7%) 101 (10%) <1 (<1%) 41 (9%) 1 (<1%) 82 (17%) 

S. 272nd Street (Redondo 
Heights Park-and-Ride) 

183 (36%) 99 (20%) 46 (9%) 0 17 (3%) 5 (1%) 81 (16%) 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake Park-
and-Ride)  

122 (24%) 69 (14%) 30 (6%) 0 31 (6%) 29 (6%) 108 (21%) 

FWTC  27 (5%) 53 (10%) 219 (44%) 0 16 (3%) 45 (9%) 36 (7%) 

Potential Additional Stations 
SR 99 

S. 216th Street  136 (27%) 60 (12%) 57 (11%) 2 (<1%) 27 (5%) 7 (1%) 105 (21%) 

S. 260th Street  158 (31%) 72 (14%) 64 (13%) 3 (1%) 8 (2%) 19 (4%) 92 (18%) 

S. 288th Street 221 (44%) 78 (16%) 17 (3%) 0 10 (2%) 0 75 (15%) 

S. Dash Point Road  223 (44%) 32 (6%) 18 (4%) 0 25 (5%) 18 (4%) 93 (19%) 

I-5 

S. 216th Street 146 (29%) 92 (18%) 46 (9%) 0 23 (4%) 2 (0%) 78 (15%) 

S. 260th Street 163 (32%) 47 (9%) 48 (10%) 3 (1%) 25 (5%) 6 (1%) 79 (16%) 

S. 288th Street 194 (39%) 111 (22%) 12 (2%) 0 3 (1%) 1 (0%) 54 (11%) 

Note: Presented land use data excludes public and private rights-of-way and therefore percentages do not total 100. 
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Exhibit 7-3 
 Existing Land Use by Station Area 
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The amount of the various existing land uses varies substantially between stations. The primary 

land uses within ½ mile of all station locations include:  

 Commercial (ranging from 2‐44% of the land in the station area) 

 Single Family residential (ranging from 5‐44% of the land in the station area) 

 Vacant (ranging from 7‐21% of the land in the station area) 

 Multi‐family residential (ranging from 6‐22% of the land in the station area) 

 All other uses account for 10% or less of the existing land use in the station areas.  

Existing land uses at the baseline stations is generally diverse, with a mixture of single family 

and multi‐family residential, commercial, institutional and park/open space land uses. Of the 

potential additional station locations, the one at SR 99 and S. 260th Street has the greatest 

amount of commercial land, while the potential stations at SR 99 and S. 288th and Dash Point 

Road have the greatest amount of single family residential land. The location at I‐5 and S. 288th 

Street has the most multi‐family residential land. The potential station location at SR 99 and S. 

216th Street has the most vacant land within the half mile radius.  

Existing land uses within a ½ mile of station locations are presented in Table 7‐9 and Exhibit 7‐

4. Planned land uses for the land within the study station areas are pretty similar to the existing 

land use for commercial, single and multi‐family residential land uses; however with the 

planned land use, there is an increase in single family residential for all of the potential 

additional stations, with the exception of the location at S. 216th Street and SR 99, where there 

is an increase in multi‐family and mixed use planned. The primary planned land uses include: 

 Single Family residential (ranging from 6‐64% of the land in the station area) 

 Multi‐family residential (ranging from 5‐26% of the land in the station area) 

 Commercial (ranging from 6‐32% of the land in the station area) 

 Mixed Use (0‐57% of the land in the station area) 

 All other uses account for less than 15% of the planned land use.  

Both the Kent/Des Moines and FWTC stations have over 30 percent of land designated for 

mixed use, and have the most diverse planned land uses. Only the potential station locations at 

S. 216th Street (both SR 99 and I‐5) and S. 260th and SR 99 have planned mixed use within a half 

mile. The S. 216th Street locations also have the largest planned commercial areas.  
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Exhibit 7-4  
 Planned Land Use by Station Area  
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Table 7-9  
Planned Land Use by Station Area by Acres and (Percent of Total) 
 

 

Table 7‐10 and Exhibit 7‐5 present the area with a ½ mile that is zoned for TOD or high‐density 

land uses, such as mixed use or high‐density multi‐family residential. Of the baseline stations, 

both the Kent/Des Moines and FWTC stations have over 50 percent of land within a ½ mile 

zoned for TOD or high‐density land uses, while the stations at S. 272nd Street have between 5 

percent (Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride) and 16 percent (Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride). Of the 

potential additional stations, the stations at S. 216th Street and SR 99 or I‐5 both have 21 

percent of this area zoned for TOD or high‐density land uses, while the rest of the potential 

stations have less than 10 percent zoned in this way. 

As shown in Table 7‐11, the amount of underutilized land is similar for most of the station 

areas, all ranging between 22‐40%. At the baseline stations, the Kent/Des Moines and FWTC 

had the least amount of underutilized land with a half mile, with 26 and 23 percent, 

respectively. The stations at S. 272nd Street had between 30 percent (Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride) 

and 37 percent (Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride). Of the potential additional stations, the 

locations at S. 260th Street and SR 99 and I‐5 have the greatest amount of underutilized land, 

with approximately 40 percent.  Underutilized land within the station areas is shown in Exhibit 

7‐6. 

Station Location 
Single 
Family  

Multi-
Family  

Commercial Industrial Institution Mixed Use  
Parks/Open 

Space  
Urban 

Separator 

Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines 138 (27%) 25 (5%) 76 (15%) 3 (<1%) 51 (11%) 
178 

(35%) 
27 (5%) 0 

S. 272nd Street and SR 99 
(Redondo Heights Park-
and-Ride)  

242 (48%) 129 (26%) 61 (12%) 0 7 (1%) 19 (4%) 0 16 (3%) 

S. 272nd Street and I-5 
(Star Lake Park-and-Ride) 

240 (48%) 79 (16%) 29 (6%) 0 2 (<1%) 19 (4%) 9 (2%) 67 (13%) 

FWTC  29 (6%) 26 (5%) 12 (2%) 0 0 
287 

(57%) 
44 (9%) 0 

Potential Additional Stations 
SR 99 

S. 216th Street 114 (23%) 81 (16%) 
159 

(32%) 
0 17 (3%) 43 (8%) 23 (5%) 0 

S. 260th Street  229 (46%) 81 (16%) 
128 

(25%) 
0 7 (1%) <1 (<1%) 0 51 (10%) 

S. 288th Street 296 (59%) 89 (18%) 28 (6%) 0 0 0 0 0 

S. Dash Point Road 232 (64%) 28 (5%) 40 (8%) 0 0 0 21 (4%) 0 

I-5 

S. 216th Street 201 (40%) 77 (15%) 63 (13%) 0 11 (2%) 40 (8%) 7 (1%) 20 (4%) 

S. 260th Street 316 (63%) 52 (10%) 86 (17%) 0 0 0 14 (3%) 29 (6%) 

S. 288th Street 260 (52%) 91 (18%) 22 (4%) 0 0 0 9 (2%) 0 

Note: Most Comprehensive Plan land use data excludes public and private rights-of-way and therefore percentages do not total 100. 
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Exhibit 7-5 
TOD/High-Density Zoning by Station Area  
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Table 7-10 
TOD/High Density Zoning by Station Area by Acres and (Percent of Total) 

Station Acres % of Total Land Use 

Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines  255 51% 

S. 272nd Street (Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride) 81 16% 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake Park-and-Ride)  27 5% 

FWTC  292 58% 

Potential Additional Stations 

SR 99 

S. 216th Street  108 21% 

S. 260th Street  36 7% 

S. 288th Street 20 4% 

S. Dash Point Road  37 7% 

I-5 

S. 216th Street 104 21% 

S. 260th Street 16 3% 

S. 288th Street 0 0% 

 

Table 7-11 
Underutilized Parcels by Station Area by Acres and (Percent of Total) 

Station Acres % of Total Land Use 

Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines  128 26% 

S. 272nd Street (Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride) 188 37% 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake Park-and-Ride)  151 30% 

FWTC  114 23% 

Potential Additional Stations 

SR 99 

S. 216th Street  161 32% 

S. 260th Street  200 40% 

S. 288th Street  109  22% 

S. Dash Point Road  113 23% 

I-5 

S. 216th Street 165  33% 

S. 260th Street 194 39% 

S. 288th Street 120 24% 
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Exhibit 7-6 

Vacant and Underutilized Parcels by Station Area 
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7.2.4 Population, Employment, and Households 

Table 7‐12 summarizes the current population, employment and households within a half mile 

of each station. The existing population and number of households do not differ substantially 

between the potential station areas, with the maximum variance between stations being 400 

people and 500 households. 

Employment at the baseline stations is highest at the FWTC station, with over 4,600 jobs, 

followed by the Kent/Des Moines station, with over 1,800 jobs. The stations at S. 272nd Street 

have smaller employment bases, with between 274 jobs (at I‐5) and 580 jobs (at SR 99). Existing 

employment around the potential additional stations is highest at SR 99 and S. 216th Street, 

which is the only location with over 1,000 existing jobs. The station on I‐5 at S. 288th Street has 

the lowest employment, likely because much of the area within a ½ mile is composed of I‐5 and 

has no major commercial areas nearby.  

Table 7-12 
Current Population, Employment, and Households within Each 1/2-Mile Station Area 

Station Population Households Employment 

Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines 4,300 1,400 1,866 

S. 272nd Street (Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride) 3,000 1,700 580 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake Park-and-Ride) 2,400 1,400 274 

FWTC 3,900 1,200 4,670 

Potential Additional Stations 

SR 99 

S. 216th Street  3,300 1,300 1,052 

S. 260th Street 3,000 1,200 587 

S. 288th Street 3,200 1,600 568 

S. Dash Point Road 3,400 1,400 410 

I-5 

S. 216th Street 3,100 1,200 856 

S. 260th Street 3,200 1,100 599 

S. 288th Street 3,100 1,600 249 

 

7.2.5 Activity Centers 

Major activity centers in the study area include HCC and the Federal Way City Center. The 

Kent/Des Moines Station would provide service to HCC, which is located west of SR 99, and the 

FWTC Station would provide service to the Federal Way City Center, which is located between 

SR 99 and I‐5. 
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7.2.6 Parking Opportunities 

There are existing Park‐and‐Ride lots within ½ mile of the baseline stations along SR 99 and I‐5 

but there are currently no Park‐and‐Ride facilities within a ½ mile of the potential additional 

stations at S. 216th Street, S. 260th Street, S. 288th Street or S. Dash Point Road. Below is a 

discussion of parking opportunities and potential for overflow parking issues at each station. 

Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines at SR 99 or I‐5 

The Kent/Des Moines Park‐and‐Ride east of I‐5 has 370 parking spaces and is currently 100% 

utilized. The neighborhoods surrounding this station area have a high degree of restricted 

parking with over 70 percent of the on‐street parking restricted for residential use only. This 

park‐and‐ride is located on the east side of I‐5, however, requiring users to cross under I‐5 on 

Kent‐Des Moines Road, a distance of approximately a 1/2 mile. 

S. 272nd Street: Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride (SR 99) and Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride (I‐5) 

The Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride on SR 99 has 697 parking spaces and is currently 8% 

utilized. The Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride next to I‐5 has 630 parking spaces and is currently 59% 

utilized. The majority of residential development south of the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride and east 

of the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride primarily is multi‐family with private resident‐only 

parking. The residential neighborhood north of the Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride lot off of 28th 

Avenue S. is relatively small with unrestricted on‐street parking that is less than 10% utilized. 

The single‐family neighborhood south of S. 272nd Street and west of Star Lake Road has on‐

street parking that is about 10% utilized during the day. The distance from this neighborhood is 

less than ½ mile from both the Star Lake and Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride lots; however due 

to a combination of vegetative barriers and street connectivity, access to either the Star Lake or 

Redondo station areas would require walking along S. 272nd Street, a 15‐ to 20‐minute walk to 

either station location. 

FWTC (SR 99 and I‐5) 

The FWTC has 1,190 parking spaces, which are currently 99% utilized. The Federal Way Park‐

and‐Ride would be within a ½ mile of the FWTC station, and has 877 parking spaces, which are 

currently 45% utilized. Together, parking utilization in this area is approximately 76%. The 

nearest neighborhood to the FWTC area with on‐street parking is located north of S. 312th 

Street. Access to a station at FWTC would require walking along 23rd Avenue S. or along 28th 

Avenue S and S. 317th Street. This is approximately a ½ mile walk that would take about 10 
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minutes. Therefore there is a low potential for riders parking in the neighborhood and walking 

to the transit center station.  

Potential Additional Stations 

S. 216th Street (SR 99 and I‐5) 

There are no existing Park‐and‐Ride lots within a ½ mile of these station locations. Immediately 

adjacent to SR 99 is mainly commercial or vacant property. To the east of SR 99, there are 

residential neighborhoods both north and south of S. 216th Street that are between a ¼ and ½ 

of a mile from SR 99. These neighborhoods have mostly unrestricted on‐street parking that is 

35 to 40 percent utilized during the day. These neighborhoods would be within a 10 ‐ 15 minute 

walk of the potential stations at SR 99 and S. 216th Street. East of I‐5 are smaller single family 

neighborhoods with some unrestricted on‐street parking. These neighborhoods would be 

within a 15‐minute walk of a potential station area at S. 216th Street and I‐5 but would require 

walking across the S. 216th Street bridge crossing of I‐5 which has narrow sidewalks in each 

direction. 

S. 260th Street (SR 99 and I‐5) 

There are no existing Park‐and‐Ride lots within a ½ mile of these station locations. To the west 

between 20th Avenue S. and SR 99, the current land uses are a combination of multifamily 

housing and non‐residential land uses with private parking. West of 20th Avenue S,, there are 

single family residential neighborhoods with on‐street parking that is underutilized during the 

day. East of SR 99, the area between I‐5 and SR 99 is single family and multi‐family 

neighborhoods. These neighborhoods would all be within a 15‐minute walk of a potential 

station area at S. 260th Street and SR 99 or I‐5. East of I‐5 and north of S. 259th Pl./S. 260th Street 

are single family neighborhoods with unrestricted on‐street parking. These neighborhoods 

would be within a 15‐minute walk of a potential station area at S. 260th Street and I‐5. The area 

south of S. 259thPl./S. 260th Street is primarily undeveloped open space with a few large acre 

private residents that have no on‐street parking. 

S. 288th Street (SR 99 and I‐5) 

There are no existing Park‐and‐Ride lots within a ½ mile of either of these station locations. The 

neighborhoods west of the SR 99 station area are separated from SR 99 by a combination of 

green belt and non‐residential land uses and would require walking along 16th Avenue S. to or 

from the north of S. 288th Street to access the station area. The land uses one block east of SR 

99 to Military Road S. are generally single family residential in nature and have unrestricted on‐

street parking. Military Road S. is approximately ½ mile east of SR 99. 
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The development to the west of the I‐5 station location and south of S. 288th Street is a 

combination of single and multi‐family residents along with a large neighborhood of 

manufactured homes with limited on‐street parking. The neighborhoods north of S. 288th Street 

are generally single‐family residential with cul‐de‐sacs off of 30th Avenue with on‐street parking 

space that is lightly utilized during the day. The distance from the neighborhoods north and 

south of S. 288th Street is about ½ mile from the I‐5 and S. 288th Street station. 

S. 288th Street crosses under I‐5 and has narrow sidewalks on each side of the roadway. The 

residential development to the east of the I‐5 station location and north of S. 288th Street is 

comprised mainly of a large multi‐family complex with private resident only parking. 

Development south of S. 288th Street and east of I‐5 is single family in nature with on‐street 

parking that is underutilized during the day. These neighborhoods would be within a 15‐minute 

walk of the potential station area at S. 288th Street and I‐5. 

S. Dash Point Road (SR 99)  

There are no existing Park‐and‐Rides within a ½ mile of this station. The land uses directly 

adjacent to the possible Dash Point Road S. station location are Sacajawea Park and Middle 

School, multi‐family residential and commercial. The neighborhoods west of the station area 

are separated from SR 99 by a combination of green belt and non‐residential land uses and 

would require walking north or south along either 16th Avenue S. or Redondo Way to S. Dash 

Point Road. The land uses one block east of SR 99 are generally single family residential in 

nature and have on‐street parking that is unrestricted and fairly underutilized during the day. 

Table 7‐13 summarizes the parking opportunities for each station area.  

Table 7-13 
Existing Park-and-Ride Spaces and Utilization within Station Areas 

Station 
Park-and-Ride Access 

(Number of Stalls / Percent Utilization) 

Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines 370 / 100% 

S. 272nd Street (Redondo Heights) 697 / 8% 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake) 630 / 59% 

FWTC 2,067 / 76% 

Potential Additional Stations 

S. 216th Street (SR 99 or I-5) None 

S. 260th Street (SR 99 or I-5) None 

S. 288th Street (SR 99 or I-5) None 

S. Dash Point Road (SR 99) None 
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7.2.7 Motorized Access 

The ability to access station locations via personal vehicles or transit was evaluated by looking 

at the number of cardinal directions that a station could be accessed from, based on the 

existing road network, and the number of bus routes that would directly serve the station 

location. Table 7‐14 summarizes existing vehicle and transit access to these station locations. 

The baseline stations would have access from all four directions (north, south, east and west), 

as do stations along SR 99 at S. 216th and S. 260th Streets. Stations along SR 99 at S. 288th Street 

and S. Dash Point Road would have north and south access on SR 99, but limited to no access to 

the west and the east, respectively. Stations along I‐5 and S. 216th Street, S. 260th Street and S. 

288th Street would have east and west access, but would lack north and south access from I‐5. 

The nearest north‐south roadways to these stations are either SR 99 or Military Road S. 

Table 7-14 
Existing Road and Transit Access 

Station Location Road Access  Bus Routes Route Frequency 
Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines 
All 4 directions RapidRide A Line 

 
KCM 166 

10 minutes peak hours, 15 minutes off-peak hours 
30 minutes all day 

S. 272nd Street (SR 
99) 

All 4 directions RapidRide A Line 10 minutes peak hours, 15 minutes off-peak hours 

S. 272nd Street (I-5) 
All 4 directions KCM 152, 190, 192, 193, 197 

Sound Transit 574 
10- 30 minutes during peak hours 
30 minutes all day 

FWTC 

All 4 directions KCM RapidRide A Line, 
177,178,179, 193,197 
Sound Transit 574, 577and 578 
Pierce Transit 402, 500, 501 

15-30 minutes peak hours 
10-15 minutes peak hours, 30 -40 minutes off 

peak hours 
  60 minutes all day 

Potential Additional Stations 

SR 99 
S. 216th Street All 4 directions RapidRide A Line 10 minutes peak hours, 15 minutes off-peak hours 
S. 260th Street All 4 directions RapidRide A Line 10 minutes peak hours, 15 minutes off-peak hours 
S. 288th Street North, South and 

East only 
RapidRide A Line 10 minutes peak hours, 15 minutes off-peak hours 

S. Dash Point Road North, South and 
West only 

RapidRide A Line 10 minutes peak hours, 15 minutes off-peak hours 

I-5 
S. 216th Street East and West only None Not applicable 
S. 260th Street East and West only None Not applicable 
S. 288th Street East and West only KCM 183 30 minutes pm peak, 60 minutes off peak to 7 pm 

 

Transit access was evaluated based on existing transit routes. All routes along SR 99 would have 

transit access from the King County Metro (KCM) RapidRide A Line, and the station at Kent/Des 

Moines would also have access from KCM Route 166, which travels east‐west on Kent‐Des 

Moines Road and S. 240th Street between Kent and Des Moines, and also provides access 

to/from Burien to the north. Along the I‐5 corridor, the S. 272nd Station at the Star Lake Park‐

and‐Ride serves multiple local and regional routes, as does the FWTC. The S. 216th Street and S. 

260th Street station locations along I‐5 would have no direct transit access, while the station at 
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S. 288th Street and I‐5 would have access from one route, KCM 183, which provides service 

between Federal Way and Kent.  

7.2.8 Non-Motorized Access 

Potential for non‐motorized access (walking and bicycling) to station locations was measured by 

the density of local streets within ½ mile of each station, which could be used by pedestrians 

and bicyclists to access the stations. Known plans for improvements in these areas by local 

jurisdictions were also evaluated to determine if sidewalks or bike lanes are likely to be added 

to areas that currently lack them. 

Baseline Stations 

Pedestrian and bicycle access for station areas associated with the I‐5 alternatives would be 

limited at Kent‐Des Moines Road and the S. 272nd Street interchange areas. Access to the 

stations from the east side of I‐5 would require crossing under the freeway and involves some 

change in elevation that could be a challenge for some non‐motorized users. These interchange 

areas are both shown as priority pedestrian and bicycle areas in the City of Kent’s Non‐

Motorized Plan, but currently lack bicycle facilities, and sidewalks around the interchanges are 

sporadic. The combination of high volume and congestion at the intersections at Kent‐Des 

Moines Road and S. 272nd Street interchanges combined with minimal existing bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities would limit bike and pedestrian accessibility to stations in these locations.  

Potential Additional Stations 

The roadway system density (measured in miles of roadway) for all station areas ranges from 

7.2 to 13.3 miles within a half‐mile. The greatest density of roadways (local, collector and 

arterial classified streets) is at the station at S. Dash Point Road on SR 99. The station area with 

the lowest miles of street system is SR 99 and S. 260th Street. In general, SR 99 has sidewalks on 

both sides of the roadway which could provide access for non‐motorized users to all stations 

along SR 99. Most of the other streets surrounding the potential station locations do not have 

continuous sidewalks. There are currently limited bicycle facilities along SR 99, however all 

potential station areas have been indicated as locations for future investments in both bicycle 

and pedestrian improvements by local agencies. The City of Kent has future plans for bike lanes 

and sidewalk improvements on both sides of S. 260th Street where it is within their jurisdiction. 

The City of Des Moines has future plans for either bike lanes or bike route improvements along 

S. 216th Street, S. 240th Street, S. 260th Street and S. 272nd Street, the last of which would 

connect with the City of Federal Way’s future bicycle routes along S. 272nd Street. The City of 

Des Moines has also identified these roadways as part of their priority pedestrian network to 

improve sidewalk connectivity. The City of Federal Way has identified several bicycle 

improvements including a bike boulevard west of SR 99 near Dash Point Road S. and bike lanes 
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along S. 288th Street connecting to SR 99 near the Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride. The 

topography in the area between 16th Avenue S. and Dash Point Road S. is higher than SR 99 to 

the east and lower than SR 99 to the west, which would present a challenge for some non‐

motorized users approaching the SR 99 corridor from these directions. They are also planning 

to complete a variety of sidewalk improvements in the neighborhoods west of SR 99 near all 

possible station areas. Table 7‐15 summarizes the opportunities for non‐motorized access for 

each station location.  Major transit, bicycle, and pedestrian corridors are shown in Exhibit 7‐7. 

Table 7-15 
Non-motorized Access at Station Areas 

Station 
Non-motorized Access 

(miles of Local Streets within ½ mile of Station location) 

Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines 6.7 

S. 272nd Street (Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride) 8.4 

S. 272nd Street (Star Lake Park-and-Ride) 5.0 

FWTC 4.6 

Potential Additional Stations 

SR 99 

S. 216th Street 7.7 

S. 260th Street 7.2 

S. 288th Street 12.9 

S. Dash Point Road  13.3 

I-5 

S. 216th Street 8.4 

S. 260th Street 8.0 

S. 288th Street 9.8 
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Exhibit 7-7 

Non-Motorized Station Access 
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7.2.9 Estimated Costs 

Based on the current level of conceptual design for the alternatives and stations, the estimated 

capital cost for the stations would be similar, at approximately $40 million (in 2013 dollars). If 

additional parking were to be included at a station, the cost would be higher. The incremental 

Operating and Maintenance cost for each station would be the same, at approximately $0.2 

million per year. 

7.3 Summary Findings by Station 

The following sections summarize the strengths and weaknesses of all the stations evaluated in 

Level 2, and summarizes the key findings related to each of them. This includes the baseline 

stations and the potential additional stations. 

7.3.1 Baseline Stations 

Kent/Des Moines 

TABLE 7-16 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Kent/Des Moines Station  

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Authorized under ST2 
 More TOD/high-density zoning (City of Kent’s Midway 

Subarea Plan) 
 Moderate amount of developable parcels to support 

transit-oriented development 
 Higher existing population and employment within a half 

mile radius to support a transit station 
 Provides access to a regional activity center 
 Access from all directions 
 Reasonable amount of existing bus services, existing and 

planned bicycle and pedestrian network to support a 
transit station  

 Limited access to existing parking  
 Existing high levels of traffic on Kent-Des Moines Road  

 

 

The Kent/Des Moines station is one of the stations identified in the ST2 plan. It would be in 

close proximity to HCC, which is a major activity center in the corridor and would support 

strong ridership at this station. The area along SR 99 includes a mix of commercial land uses 

near this station location, including multiple large retail establishments. The existing population 

within ½ mile is the highest among the baseline and potential additional stations, and it has the 

second highest employment (after FWTC), which is related to HCC and surrounding businesses. 

The City of Kent’s Midway Subarea Plan calls for a substantial amount of TOD, mixed‐use and 

high‐density residential land uses in the area between SR 99 and I‐5. Existing bus services, as 

well as an extensive network of planned bicycle and pedestrian connections would provide 
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opportunities for multi‐modal connections in this area. Planned open space near the station 

area is part of the Midway Subarea Plan. 

This station would have vehicle access from SR 99 and from I‐5 via the interchange at Kent‐Des 

Moines Road. Transit access would be provided by routes along SR 99, S. 240th Street, and Kent‐

Des Moines Road. Connecting from the east side of I‐5 to this station location (from the Kent‐

Des Moines Park‐and‐Ride) would be a challenge for non‐motorized users due to long travel 

distance (at least ½ mile) and topography. Kent‐Des Moines Road currently operates over‐

capacity, and motorized and non‐motorized access from and to this station area from east of I‐5 

could be difficult during peak periods. Non‐motorized crossings (bikes and pedestrians) of Kent‐

Des Moines Road could also present challenges due to the long crossing distance and high 

traffic volumes. Analysis results for this station are shown graphically in Exhibits 7‐8a and 7‐8b. 

Key Findings 

1) High concentration of existing and planned TOD and high‐density development, as well as a 

large activity center (HCC) increases the potential for development in this station area. 

2) This station would support the vision of City of Kent’s Midway Subarea Plan. 

3) This location is accessible from SR 99 and I‐5, although Kent‐Des Moines Road is currently 

over capacity. 

4) Accessing the Kent/Des Moines Park‐and‐Ride from this station location would be 

challenging for non‐motorized users  due to the long distance and topographical changes. 

5) Crossing Kent‐Des Moines Road could be challenging for non‐motorized users going to and 

from the north.  
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Exhibit 7-8a 

Station at Kent/Des Moines: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-8b 
Station at Kent/Des Moines: Land Use and Demographics
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S. 272nd Street and SR 99 (Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride) 

TABLE 7-17 
Strengths and Weaknesses of S. 272nd Street and SR 99 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Authorized under ST2 Plan 
 Moderate concentration of planned commercial/mixed-use/medium to 

high density residential 
 Existing Redondo Heights Park-and-Ride could be utilized for this 

station 
 Access from all directions  
 Reasonable amount of existing bus services, planned and existing 

bicycle and pedestrian network to support a transit station. 

 Developable area near McSorley Creek 
wetland may be limited 
 

 

The S. 272nd Street and SR 99 Station location would be located at the Redondo Heights Park‐

and‐Ride in the City of Federal Way. The area within ½ mile would include parts of the cities of 

Des Moines and Kent as well. Commercial land uses along SR 99 in this area include Redondo 

Square complex and LA Fitness, as well as many small businesses. The majority of the 

residential land use is single family, with a high concentration of multi‐family residential located 

south of S. 272nd Street. The large McSorley Creek wetland complex, much of which has been 

purchased by the City of Kent for preservation, is located within ½ mile of the station area. 

Medium to high density residential and commercial uses are planned around S. 272nd Street 

and SR 99 and the City of Kent has specifically designated the area north of S. 272nd Street for a 

Transit‐Oriented Community. Although there is a high amount of vacant and underutilized land 

that could support transit‐oriented development, land uses around the wetland area should be 

examined in more detail to understand actual development/redevelopment potential. Redondo 

Heights Park‐and‐Ride is currently shown as underutilized, and could accommodate future 

parking for the station. The existing crossing under I‐5 of S. 272nd Street would provide access 

to this station location from east of I‐5. The Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride is located just over ½ mile 

from the station location. Besides the RapidRide A Line that runs on SR 99, there is limited 

other local transit service that connects to this station location. Major bicycle and pedestrian 

corridors are planned and are intended to connect to major activities. Analysis results for this 

station are shown graphically in Exhibits 7‐9a and 7‐9b. 

Key Findings 

1) High concentration of planned commercial and mixed‐use land uses along SR 99 increases 

the potential for development in this station area. 

2) The Redondo Heights Park‐and‐Ride could accommodate additional station parking. 

3) Land uses around the McSorley Creek wetland need further analysis to understand 

development potential.  
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Exhibit 7-9a 
Station at S. 272nd Street and SR 99: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-9b 
Station at S. 272nd Street and SR 99: Land Use and Demographics 
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S. 272nd Street and I-5 (Star Lake Park-and-Ride) 

TABLE 7-18 
Strengths and Weaknesses of  S. 272nd Street and I-5 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Authorized under ST2 Plan 
 Existing Star Lake Park-and-Ride can be utilized for this 

station 
 Access from all directions 
 Reasonable amount of existing bus service, planned and 

existing bicycle and pedestrian network to support a 
transit station 

 Less area of transit-supportive land uses 
 Low quality non-motorized connections 
 Developable area near McSorley Creek wetland may be 

limited 
 

 

The S. 272nd Street and I‐5 Station location is in the City of Kent, with the area within ½ mile 

including parts of the cities of Kent and Federal Way. The primary land uses in this area are 

single family residential and vacant property. A cluster of multi‐family is located south of S. 

272nd Street in between SR 99 and I‐5. The station would be located at the existing Star Lake 

Park‐and‐Ride facility, which is served by bus routes on I‐5 as well as a local bus route that 

operates east‐west on S. 272nd Street. An elementary school is located south of S. 272nd Street. 

This station location is on the western edge of I‐5, and much of the ½ mile station area is 

composed of land used for I‐5. Planned land use in this area would double the amount of single‐

family residential lands and would have a slight increase in multi‐family residential. Commercial 

uses are only present on the western edge of the half mile radius along SR 99. The large 

McSorley Creek wetland complex, much of which has been purchased by the City of Kent for 

preservation, is located within ½ mile of the station area. Although there is a high amount of 

vacant and underutilized parcels in this station area, land uses around the wetland area should 

be further investigated to understand actual development/redevelopment potential. A station 

in this location therefore may have limited opportunity for transit‐oriented development. 

Bicycle connections are planned on S. 272nd Street, but the crossing under I‐5 may require 

improvements for non‐motorized users. Analysis results for this station are shown graphically in 

Exhibits 7‐10a and 7‐10b. 

Key Findings 

1) Existing and planned land uses are lower density and not likely to increase in density. 

2) The Star Lake Park‐and‐Ride could accommodate future parking need if expanded. 

3) Land uses around the wetland area need further analysis to determine potential for 

development.  
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Exhibit 7-10a 
Station at S. 272nd Street and I-5: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-10b 
Station at S. 272nd Street and I-5: Land Use and Demographics 
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FWTC  

TABLE 7-19 
Strengths and Weaknesses of FWTC Station  

Strengths Weaknesses 
 More TOD/high-density zoning 
 High employment rate within a half mile radius to 

support a transit station 
 Provides access to a regional activity center 
 High volume of existing bus service, planned and 

existing bicycle and pedestrian network to support a 
transit station 

 Not authorized under ST2 

 

The FWTC Station would be located in the center of the Federal Way City Center. Commercial 

land uses dominate the area, with ‘The Commons’ shopping center as the focal point. Some 

single family and multi‐family residential is located at the northern edge of the station area, 

within the half mile radius. The existing employment for the station area is the highest of all 

station locations. The existing Transit Center is well utilized and its parking structure is over 

capacity with demand exceeding supply. More than a dozen bus routes serve the transit center. 

Harry S. Truman High School and the 52‐acre Steel Lake Park are located nearby.  

Economic growth and high capacity transit are key focuses of Federal Way City Center. The 

existing commercial core and future planned development would strongly support transit‐

oriented development in this area. An emphasis on bicycle and pedestrian improvements 

would also promote safe and walkable connections to the station. Analysis results for this 

station are shown graphically in Exhibits 7‐11a and 7‐11b. 

Key Findings 

1) High concentration of existing and planned commercial and mixed‐use land uses increases 

the potential for development in this station area. 

2) Existing FWTC is well used and contributes to a transit focused identity in the area. 

3) Existing bus service at the FWTC would provide good transfer opportunities and would be a 

strong contributor to ridership at this station. 

   



7.0 Station Evaluation 

Federal Way Transit Extension 7-38 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

(This page left intentionally blank) 

 

   



7.0 Station Evaluation 

Federal Way Transit Extension 7-39 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

 

Exhibit 7-11a 
Station at FWTC: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-11b 

Station at FWTC: Land Use and Demographics
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7.3.2 Potential Additional SR 99 Stations 

S. 216th Street (SR 99) 

TABLE 7-20 
Strengths and Weaknesses of S.216th Street and SR 99 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 More TOD/high-density zoning (City of Des Moines 

Pacific Ridge Plan) 
 Moderate amount of underutilized parcels that may 

support transit oriented development 
 Moderate size of existing population and employment 

within a half mile radius to support a transit station 
 Sufficient amount of existing bus services, existing and 

planned bicycle and pedestrian network to support a 
transit station  

 Access from all directions  

 Not authorized under ST2 
 No existing park-and-ride  

 

The S. 216th Street and SR 99 station would be located in the City of Des Moines, but the ½ mile 

station area would include land in the City of SeaTac. A variety of commercial uses are present 

along SR 99 in the area, from a large grocery store to smaller businesses such as restaurants 

and auto repair shops. Residential uses such as apartments and mobile homes are adjacent to 

SR 99 in this area, while the rest of the area is predominantly single family houses. The existing 

RapidRide A Line provides transit service on SR 99, with another local route that runs a portion 

on S. 216th Street. Steven J Underwood Memorial Park is a 20.5‐acre public park within a half 

mile radius. 

Mixed use and medium to high density residential uses are planned in the City of Des Moines 

Pacific Ridge Plan, which includes the area west of SR 99 and south of S. 216th Street on the 

east side of SR 99. The major concentration of vacant parcels in this study area is located north 

of S. 216th Street, west of SR 99. These parcels are planned for the future Des Moines Creek 

Business Park. There are plans for the bicycle and pedestrian network to be improved in this 

area to support planned land uses. Particularly, S. 216th Street has been identified as a 

significant corridor for both bicycle and pedestrian by the City of Des Moines. Analysis results 

for this station are shown graphically in Exhibits 7‐12a and 7‐12b. 

Key Findings 

1) The planned land uses and the amount of developable parcels increases the potential for 

development in this station area. 

2) Existing and planned motorized and non‐motorized access would support a station at this 

location. 

3) Not an authorized station location under ST2. 
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Exhibit 7-12a 
Station at S. 216th Street and SR 99: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-12b 
Station at S. 216th Street and SR 99: Land Use and Demographics 
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S. 260th Street (SR 99) 

TABLE 7-21 

Strengths and Weaknesses of  S.260th Street and SR 99 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Moderate amount of planned commercial/mixed-

use/medium to high density residential 
 High amount of underutilized parcels that may support 

transit oriented development 
 Access from all directions  
 Existing transit service provided by RapidRide A Line 
 Planned bicycle and pedestrian network to the west and 

east  

 Not authorized under ST2 plan 
 Developable area near McSorley Creek wetland may be 

limited 
 No existing park-and-ride 

 

 

The S. 260th Street and SR 99 Station would be either in the City of Des Moines or the City of 

Kent, and the area within ½ mile of the station would include areas of both cities. The area is 

primarily commercial adjacent to SR 99, including a Fred Meyer store and Mack Truck 

dealership, and many smaller businesses. The majority of the residential use is single family, 

with some multi‐family residential located along S. 260th/S. 259th Pl. There is also a mobile 

home park land use designated near S.260th Street and SR 99 which is not expected to 

redevelop. The large McSorley Creek wetland complex, much of which has been purchased by 

the City of Kent for preservation, is located within ½ mile of the station area. 

Both the City of Des Moines and City of Kent envision SR 99 in this area as a commercial 

corridor. Although there are high amount of vacant and underutilized parcels that could 

support transit‐oriented development, land uses around the wetland area should be further 

investigated to understand actual development/redevelopment potential. Bus service includes 

the RapidRide A Line that operates on SR 99. An existing crossing under I‐5 on S. 260th Street 

provides access from east of I‐5 to this station area. Analysis results for this station are shown 

graphically in Exhibits 7‐13a and 7‐13b. 

Key Findings 

4) High concentration of planned commercial and mixed‐use land uses increases potential for 

development in this station area. 

5) Land uses around the wetland area need further analysis to understand the development 

potential for TOD.  

6) Not an authorized station location under ST2. 
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Exhibit 7-13a 
Station at S. 260th Street and SR 99: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-13b 
Station at S. 260th Street and SR 99: Land Use and Demographics 
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S. 288th Street (SR 99) 

TABLE 7-22 

Strengths and Weaknesses of S. 288th Street and SR 99 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Existing transit service provided by RapidRide A Line 
 Planned bicycle and pedestrian network to the east  
 

 Not authorized under ST2 Plan 
 High concentration of existing and planned single family 

residential land use in surrounding area 
 Limited developable area due to topography 
 No existing park-and-ride 
 Access from north, south and east only 
 Non-motorized access to station location is challenging due 

to topography 

 

The S. 288th Street station would be located in the City of Federal Way. The primary land use in 

the surrounding area is single family residential. SR 99 has a small amount of commercial uses 

with ½ mile of the station location as well as some multi‐family residential. The topography 

changes from higher elevations to the east of SR 99 to lower elevations to the west, which 

limits development potential and access to this station location, particularly along the west of 

SR 99.  

Plans for this area indicate an increase in single family residential land use. Although there is 

also a small planned increase in commercial and mixed‐use, the limited number of developable 

parcels and topography do not favor any substantial transit‐oriented development. There are 

planned enhancements to bicycle and pedestrian connections in this area. However, steep 

slopes on the west side of SR 99 present difficulty connecting non‐motorized routes to the 

station location. Bus service includes the RapidRide A Line that operates on SR 99. Analysis 

results for this station are shown graphically in Exhibits 7‐14a and 7‐14b. 

Key Findings 

1) Existing and planned land uses are lower density and not likely to increase in density. 

2) Topography presents difficulty connecting to the station location. 

3) Not an authorized station location under ST2. 
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Exhibit 7-14a 
Station at S. 288th Street and SR 99: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-14b 
Station at S. 288th Street and SR 99: Land Use and Demographics 



7.0 Station Evaluation 

Federal Way Transit Extension 7-53 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

S. Dash Point Road (SR 99) 

TABLE 7-23 

Strengths and Weaknesses of S. Dash Point Road and SR 99 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Could attract riders west of SR 99 via S. Dash Point Road 
 Existing transit service provided by RapidRide A Line 
 Planned bicycle and pedestrian network to the west  

 Not authorized under ST2 Plan 
 High concentration of existing and planned single family 

residential land use in the surrounding area 
 Limited developable area due to topography 
 Low employment base and potential for employment 
 No existing park-and-ride 
 Access from north, south and west only 
 Non-motorized access to station location is challenging due 

to topography 

 

The S. Dash Point Road at SR 99 station is located in City of Federal Way. The primary land use 

in this area is single family residential. SR 99 has some limited commercial uses with ½ mile of 

the station as well as some multi‐family residential. The topography changes from higher 

elevations to the east of SR 99 to lower elevations to the west, which would limit development 

potential in the area and access to the station, particularly along the west of SR 99. Sacajawea 

Middle School and Park are located just southwest of S. Dash Point Road and SR 99. 

Planned land uses in this area indicate an increase in single family residential land use, although 

the City of Federal Way Comprehensive Plan categorizes institutional land uses, such as 

Sacajawea Middle School, as single family residential. Although there is a planned increase in 

commercial land use, the limited number of developable parcels and topography do not favor 

any substantial transit‐oriented development in the area. There are planned enhancements to 

bicycle and pedestrian connections in this area. However, steep slopes on the west side of SR 

99 present difficulty connecting in non‐motorized routes to the station location. Bus service 

includes the RapidRide A Line that operates on SR 99. Analysis results for this station are shown 

graphically in Exhibits 7‐15a and 7‐15b. 

Key Findings 

1) Existing and planned land uses are lower density and not likely to increase in density. 

2) Topography presents difficulty connecting to the station location. 

3) Not an authorized station location under ST2. 
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Exhibit 7-15a 
S. Dash Point Rd. and SR 99: Location, Demographics, and Parking  
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Exhibit 7-15b 
S. Dash Point Rd. and SR 99: Land Use and Demographics 
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7.3.3 Potential Additional I-5 Stations 

S. 216th Street (I-5) 

TABLE 7-24  
Strengths and Weaknesses of S.216th Street and I-5 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Moderate amount of underutilized parcels that may 

support transit oriented development 
 Existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian network to 

the west 

 Not authorized under ST2 
 Planned land use near in surrounding area is primarily 

lower density single family residential 
 No north/south access to I-5, only access from east and 

west  
 No existing park-and-ride 
 No direct bus service 

The S. 216th Street and I‐5 station would be located in the City of Des Moines, but the area 

within a ½ mile of the station includes land in the City of SeaTac. This station would be 

approximately ¼ mile from SR 99, where commercial land uses range from a large grocery store 

to smaller businesses such as restaurants and auto repair shops. To the north of S. 216th Street 

existing uses are primarily single family residential on both sides of I‐5, while south of S. 216th 

Street land use is primarily multi‐family residential on the west side of I‐5 and single family 

residential on the east side. There is no transit service on S. 216th Street east of 24th Avenue S, 

which is approximately 0.5 miles to the west, and there is no direct connection to I‐5. The 

nearest transit service is the existing RapidRide A Line, approximately ¼ mile west on SR 99.  

The City of Des Moines Pacific Ridge Plan designates the majority of the area as single family 

residential, with mixed use and medium to high density residential uses for the area west of I‐5 

and south of S. 216th Street, as well as areas west of SR 99. There is a small concentration of 

vacant parcels in this area located north of S. 216th Street and west of SR 99. These parcels are 

planned for the future Des Moines Creek Business Park. A station in this area would be located 

on the fringe of this planned development, and would therefore be marginally supportive. 

There are plans for bicycle and pedestrian network improvements in this area. Specifically, S. 

216th Street has been identified as a significant corridor for both bicycle and pedestrian by the 

City of Des Moines. Analysis results for this station are shown graphically in Exhibits 7‐16a and 

7‐16b. 

Key Findings 

1) Existing and planned land uses are lower density and not likely to increase in density. 

2) Access to this station area is limited because there is no access to I‐5 and there is no park‐

and‐ride or bus service along S. 216th Street.  

3) Not an authorized station location under ST2. 



7.0 Station Evaluation 

Federal Way Transit Extension 7-58 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

(This page left intentionally blank) 

   



7.0 Station Evaluation 

Federal Way Transit Extension 7-59 Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report 
June 2013 

 

Exhibit 7-16a 
Station at S. 216th Street and I-5: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-16b 
Station at S. 216th Street and I-5: Land Use and Demographics 
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S. 260th Station (I-5) 

TABLE 7-25 

Strengths and Weaknesses of S.260th Street and I-5 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 High amount of underutilized parcels to support transit 

development 
 

 Not authorized under ST2 plan 
 Planned land use near in surrounding area is primarily 

lower density single family residential 
 Developable area near McSorley Creek wetland may be 

limited 
 No north/south access to I-5, only access from east and 

west  
 No existing park-and-ride 
 No direct bus service 

 

The S. 260th Street and I‐5 Station would be located in the City of Kent, although areas within a 

½ mile would be within the City of Des Moines. The area within ½ mile of the station would 

include land in both cities. The area along I‐5 is primarily single family residential, with 

commercial adjacent to SR 99 (the outer edge of the station area), including a Fred Meyer store 

and Mack Truck dealership, and many smaller businesses. Multi‐family residential is located 

along S. 260th Street and off of SR 99. There is also a mobile home park land use designated 

near S.260th Street and SR 99 which is not expected to redevelop. The large McSorley Creek 

wetland complex, much of which has been purchased by the City of Kent for preservation, is 

located within ½ mile of the station area. Although there is a high amount of vacant and 

underutilized parcels in this station area, land uses around the wetland area should be further 

investigated to understand actual development/redevelopment potential. S. 260th Street 

crosses under I‐5 and provides access from east of I‐5 to this station area, but there is no 

north/south access to I‐5. The nearest bus service is on SR 99 (0.5 miles to the west) or on 

Military Road S. (0.4 miles to the east). Pedestrian amenities are present on S. 260th Street on 

the north side of the road only. Analysis results for this station are shown graphically in Exhibits 

7‐17a and 7‐17b. 

Key Findings 

1) Existing and planned land uses are lower density and not likely to increase in density. 

2) Land uses around the McSorley Creek wetland complex need further analysis to understand 

the development/redevelopment potential. 

3) Access to this station area is limited because there is no access to I‐5 and there is no park‐

and‐ride or bus service along S. 260th Street. 

4) Not an authorized station location under ST2. 
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Exhibit 7-17a 
S. 260th Street and I-5: Location, Demographics, and Parking 
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Exhibit 7-17b 
S. 260th Street and I-5: Land Use and Demographics 
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S. 288th Station (I-5) 

TABLE 7-26 

Strengths and Weaknesses of S. 288th Street and I-5 Station 

Strengths Weaknesses 
 Existing transit access  Not authorized under ST2 Plan 

 High concentration of existing and planned single family 
residential land use 

 Planned land use near in surrounding area is primarily 
lower density single family residential 

 Low employment base and potential for employment 
 No north/south access to I-5, access only from east and 

west 
 No existing park-and-ride 
 

 

The S. 288th Street and I‐5 station would be located in the City of Federal Way. The land use 

within a ½ mile is 61 percent residential, with single‐family residential accounting for 39 

percent of the area. Commercial land uses account for only 2 percent of the existing land use, 

with some commercial development along Military Road S., approximately 0.4 miles to the 

west. Single‐family residential land use is planned for over 50 percent of the area, and only a 

two percent increase in commercial land use is planned. There are no plans for high‐density 

zoning or TOD in this area. 

SR 99 and Military Road S. are the major north‐south arterials in this area, and no direct access 

to I‐5 is available. There are planned enhancements to bicycle and pedestrian connections in 

this area. Analysis results for this station are shown graphically in Exhibits 7‐18a and 7‐18b. 

Key Findings 

1) Existing and planned land uses are lower density and not likely to increase in density. 

2) Access to this station area is limited because there is no access to I‐5 and there is no park‐

and‐ride. There is a local circulator bus service on S. 288th Street. 

3) Not an authorized station location under ST2. 
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Exhibit 7-18a 
S. 288th Street and I-5: Location, Demographics, and Parking  
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Exhibit 7-18b 
S. 288th Street and I-5: Land Use and Demographics 
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7.4 Summary of Station Evaluations and Conclusions 

The previous sections of this chapter have documented the Level 2 analysis related to the 

station location evaluation, including: 

 how the list of possible station locations was developed and narrowed,  

 the evaluation methods used to examine the station locations,  

 the data that has been developed to understand and evaluate the station locations, and  

 the strengths and weaknesses and key findings related to each individual station 

location. 

The purpose of this final section is to summarize the station evaluation findings and conclusions 

in a more comparative way to understand and document which station locations could be 

expected to be stronger performing stations and which would be weaker performing stations. 

The data compiled for the station location evaluation has been grouped into some general 

categories that put related characteristics together, as follows. 

1. Transit characteristics: Includes ridership, increase in travel time, capital costs, and 

operations costs.  

2. Existing conditions: Includes existing land use, proximity to activity centers, existing 

population and employment. 

3. Potential for TOD: Includes planned land uses, TOD and high‐density zoning and vacant 

and underutilized parcels. 

4. Access: Includes motorized and non‐motorized access such as roadway access, park‐

and‐ride access, bus access, pedestrian and bike access. 

5. Included and authorized in the ST2 Plan or not. 

Table 7‐27 summarizes the evaluation of each station by these generalized categories, with the 

exception of transit characteristics, which were found to be similar for all alternatives. It 

includes a generalized brief discussion about each of the above categories for each of the 

station locations. The results are also shown on Exhibit 7‐19, with baseline stations at the top of 

the page, and the potential additional stations shown below them with those with higher 

potential as a station at the top of the page and the locations with less potential lower on the 

page. The results of the station evaluation indicate that all baseline stations would be expected 

to perform strongly because they have transit supportive existing and planned land use and 

multi‐modal access. In addition, two of the potential additional station locations, S. 216th Street 

and S. 260th Street at SR 99, show promise as potential future light rail stations. The remaining 

five potential station locations do not appear to be as strong candidates for future light rail 

stations because they do not have supportive existing or planned land use or good multimodal 

access.   
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TABLE 7-27 
Summary of Station Findings 

Station Existing Conditions Potential for TOD Access 
ST2 

Authorized 
Baseline 

Kent Des/Moines  

High diversity, includes single-
family, multi-family, commercial 
and institutional; highest 
population and HCC as 
employment base 

Higher, mix of 
commercial, mixed use, 
and residential planned 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians 

Yes 

S. 272nd Street 
(Redondo Heights 
Park-and-Ride) 

Moderate diversity, includes 
single-family, multi-family, and 
commercial; moderate population 
and employment base 

Higher, mix of 
commercial, mixed use, 
and residential 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians  

Yes 

S. 272nd Street (Star 
Lake Park-and-Ride) 

Primarily single family and multi-
family residential; moderate 
population and low employment 
base 

Lower, primarily 
residential 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians 

Yes 

FWTC Primarily commercial with some 
residential and park; high 
population and highest 
employment base 

Higher, over 50% mixed 
use 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians 

No 

SR 99 

S. 216th Street 

High diversity, includes single-
family, multi-family, commercial 
and institutional; moderate 
population and high employment 
base 

Planned mixed use and 
commercial in Pacific 
Ridge area 

Good vehicle and transit 
access, bike lanes and 
sidewalks present on S. 
216th 

No 

S. 260th Street  

Mix of single family residential, 
multi-family residential and 
commercial; moderate population 
and employment base 

Moderate, planned 
increase in single family 
residential, multi-family 
residential and 
commercial; highest 
amount of underutilized 
parcels  

Good vehicle and transit 
access, improvements 
planned for bikes and 
pedestrians  

No 

S. 288th Street 

Primarily single family and multi-
family residential; moderate 
population and employment base 

Lower, predominantly 
single family residential 

Moderate vehicle and 
good transit access, 
improvements planned for 
bikes and pedestrians  

No 

S. Dash Point Road 

Primarily single family residential; 
moderate population and lower 
employment base 

Lower, predominantly 
single family residential 

Moderate vehicle and 
good transit access, 
improvements planned for 
bikes and pedestrians 

No 

I-5 

S. 216th Street 

High diversity, includes single-
family, multi-family, commercial 
and institutional; moderate 
population and high employment 
base 

Planned mixed use in 
Pacific Ridge area 

No north/south access or 
transit service, bike lanes 
and sidewalks on S. 216th 
Street west of I-5 

No 

S. 260th  Street 

Mix of single family residential, 
multi-family residential and 
commercial; moderate population 
and employment base 

Lower, predominantly 
single family residential 

No north/south access or 
transit service, 
improvements planned for 
bikes and pedestrians 

No 

S. 288th Street 

Primarily single family and multi-
family residential; moderate 
population and low employment 
base 

Lower, predominantly 
single family residential 

No north/south access, 
one transit route, 
improvements planned for 
bikes and pedestrians 

No 

Note: Ridership, increase in travel time, capital costs and operations costs would be similar for all station locations. 
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Exhibit 7-19 
Level 2 Station Results  
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8.0 Next Steps 

Based on the results of the Federal Way Transit Extension (FWTE) Project Alternatives Analysis 

(AA), Sound Transit plans to move forward with developing a major transit capital investment in 

the corridor between the Angle Lake Station at S. 200th Street and the Federal Way Transit 

Center. Following the completion of the AA technical analysis, the next step is to share the 

findings of the AA with the public and agencies to elicit feedback through the environmental 

scoping process. Following scoping, the Sound Transit Board will decide which alternatives to 

carry forward for further development, analysis, and environmental review under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Sound Transit 

plans to make this decision late this year after consideration of public and agency scoping 

comments. The public will have the opportunity to learn more about the project and provide 

comments throughout the duration of the NEPA/SEPA process. 

The potential effects of the FWTE Project would be such that a NEPA/SEPA Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) is expected to be prepared to document the impacts of the project 

alternatives, and inform the decision making process. Work on the Draft EIS will start at the end 

of 2013 and take approximately 12 to 18 months to complete. A No Build Alternative will be 

identified to provide the basis for comparison of the impacts and benefits of the build 

alternatives.  

Multiple build alternatives are expected to be studied in the Draft EIS. Following public review 

and comment on the Draft EIS, the Sound Transit Board of Directors is expected to identify a 

preferred alternative for study in the Final EIS. Once a preferred alternative has been identified, 

Sound Transit will begin preliminary engineering on the preferred alternative and develop a 

Final EIS. Following publication of the Final EIS, the Sound Transit Board is expected to select 

the project to build and operate. Sound Transit anticipates FTA will issue a Record of Decision 

(ROD) in 2016 and the project will then move into final design, followed by construction, start‐

up and testing, and ultimately operation. Service is planned to begin in 2023. 

Exhibit 8‐1 illustrates the schedule and process steps for the FWTE project. 
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1. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

Sound Transit and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are preparing an environmental 

impact statement (EIS) for the Federal Way Transit Extension (FWTE) in compliance with the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Sound 

Transit and the FTA conducted scoping from June 14 through July 17, 2013. This report 

describes how Sound Transit and FTA conducted scoping and summarizes the comments 

received during the scoping period. It also describes how Sound Transit and FTA used this 

information to help identify reasonable alternatives and environmental issues to be evaluated 

in the EIS.  

The remainder of this report is organized into five sections: 

• Overview of the Federal Way Transit Extension 

• Description of the scoping process 

• Overview of agency scoping activities and summary of scoping comments from agencies 

• Overview of public scoping activities and summary of scoping comments from the public 

• Next steps   
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2. OVERVIEW OF THE FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION  

Sound Transit is evaluating alternatives to extend light rail from the future Angle Lake light rail 

station at South 200th Street, to the Federal Way Transit Center area in Federal Way. The 

project corridor is approximately 7.6 miles long and parallels State Route 99 (SR 99) and 

Interstate 5 (I‐5). Exhibit 1 shows where the Federal Way Transit Extension study area is 

located. 

The Federal Way Transit Extension is an element of Sound Transit’s adopted Long‐Range Transit 

Plan and the ST2 Plan of transit investments approved by voters in 2008. The project is also part 

of the region’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan, Puget Sound Regional Council’s 

Transportation 2040. These plans anticipate the eventual extension of high capacity transit 

(HCT) service south to Tacoma. 

Currently there is projected funding to construct the project to Kent/Des Moines in the vicinity 

of Highline Community College.  
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Exhibit 1 – Federal Way Transit Extension Project Area and Connection to the Link Light Rail 
System 
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The EIS phase for the Federal Way Transit Extension will build on the results of the project’s 

Alternatives Analysis (AA) phase. During AA, Sound Transit developed and evaluated the 

benefits and impacts of a range of route alignments and station locations in the study area to 

identify reasonable alternatives to evaluate in the EIS. Sound Transit began the alternatives 

analysis phase with a 30‐day early scoping public comment period in October and November 

2012. The results of the alternatives analysis are available on the project website at 

www.soundtransit.org/FWextension. 

Exhibit 2 shows the schedule for the Federal Way Transit Extension. Opportunities for public 

involvement will continue throughout the environmental review process and the subsequent 

steps.  

Exhibit 2 – Schedule for Developing the Federal Way Transit Extension    
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3. THE SCOPING PROCESS 

3.1 Purpose of Scoping  

Scoping is an early step in the NEPA/SEPA process. The purpose of scoping is to inform the 

public of the proposed project and the purpose and need for the project, seek public comment 

on the range of potential alternatives, and collect feedback from partner agencies, tribes, and 

the public on the scope of the environmental issues to study during the EIS process. During 

scoping, Sound Transit asked for comments from the public and agencies on: 

• The draft purpose and need statement,  
What is a Purpose and 

Need Statement?  

A Purpose and Need 

Statement defines the 

objectives that project 

alternatives must 

meet. The Purpose and 

Need Statement will 

help guide decisions 

about the project.     

• The alternatives that Sound Transit should evaluate in the 

Draft EIS, and  

• Social, economic, environmental, and transportation issues 

to evaluate in the Draft EIS. 

Scoping for the Federal Way Transit Extension was conducted 

under NEPA and SEPA in accordance with applicable regulations 

and guidance. FTA is the lead federal agency under NEPA. Sound 

Transit is the lead agency under SEPA.  

3.2 Public Notices in the Federal Register and SEPA Register  

The NEPA and SEPA scoping process began with formal notices to prepare an EIS. For NEPA, a 

Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register on June 17, 2013. For 

SEPA, a Determination of Significance was published in the State’s SEPA Register on June 12, 

2013. Sound Transit also published legal notices in The Seattle Times on June 14, 2013, and June 

21, 2013. The notices provided information about the Federal Way Transit Extension, the dates 

and times of agency and public scoping meetings, how to learn more about the project, and 

how to provide comment during the 30‐day public comment period. A copy of the Federal 

Register and SEPA Register notices can be found in Appendix A. 

3.3 Opportunities for the Public and Agencies to Comment 

Scoping included a public comment period from June 14 through July 17, 2013. Sound Transit 

accepted comments by U.S. mail to Federal Way Transit Extension, c/o Kent Hale, Senior 

Environmental Planner, Sound Transit, 401 S. Jackson St., Seattle, WA 98104; email to 

fwte@soundtransit.org; or by filling out a comment card at a scoping meeting. The public also 

had the opportunity to provide comment and express opinions about the project by completing 

an online survey, which was available on the project website 

www.soundtransit.org/FWextension. 
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Sound Transit hosted an agency scoping meeting for federal, state, regional, and tribal 

governments on Tuesday, June 25, 2013, and held public scoping meetings on Wednesday, June 

19, 2013, in Federal Way and on Wednesday, June 26, 2013, in Des Moines.  

Copies of all scoping comments submitted to Sound Transit are available for review at Sound 

Transit’s offices at 401 South Jackson Street, Seattle WA 98104‐2826, or by contacting Tralayne 

Myers at tralayne.myers@soundtransit.org or (206) 398‐5014. 

3.4 Background Materials  

Sound Transit produced the following publications to provide additional information about the 

Federal Way Transit Extension, outcomes of the alternatives analysis phase, and how the EIS 

will be conducted:  

• EIS Scoping Folio: An overview of the project development and environmental review 

process, alternatives, and purpose and need statement.  

• Alternatives Analysis Summary: A summary of the alternatives analysis process and 

results of Level 1 and Level 2 screening evaluations.  

• Level 1 Alternatives Screening Report: Technical report describing the Level 1 

alternatives evaluation criteria and results. It identifies the most promising alternatives 

to carry forward for Level 2 evaluation.  

• Level 2 Alternatives Screening Report: Technical report describing the Level 2 

alternatives evaluation criteria and results. It identifies the most promising alignments 

and station locations to be considered for further review in the EIS.  

• Draft Agency Coordination Plan: A summary of the plan for engaging agencies and tribes 

in the environmental review process.  

Sound Transit posted all publications to the project website prior to scoping and they were 

available at the public scoping meetings.  

mailto:tralayne.myers@soundtransit.org


   

4. AGENCY SCOPING  

4.1 Agency and Tribal Involvement 

FTA and Sound Transit invited agencies to formally participate in the environmental review 

process by inviting them to be lead or co‐lead agencies, cooperating agencies, and participating 

agencies. FTA also invited tribes to formally participate in the environmental process though 

initiation of tribal consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The 

following list shows the agencies and tribes that were invited to participate and their respective 

roles:  

Cooperating Agencies 

• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

• Washington State Department of Transportation 

• King County Metro 

• City of Des Moines 

• City of Federal Way 

• City of Kent 

• City of SeaTac  

Participating Agencies 

• U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

• National Parks Service (NPS) 

• Washington Department of Archeology and Historic Preservation 

• Washington Department of Ecology  

• Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

• Puget Sound Regional Council 

• Highline Community College  

• Seattle Public Utilities 

Other Agencies Invited that Declined or Did Not Respond 

• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 

• U.S. Department of Interior 

• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

• Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 

• Washington Department of Natural Resources 
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• Pierce Transit 

Tribes Consulted 

• Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation 

• Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 

• Puyallup Tribe of Indians 

• Snoqualmie Tribe 

• Stillaguamish Tribe 

• Suquamish Tribe 

• Duwamish Tribe (not federally recognized) 

• Snohomish Tribe (not federally recognized) 

4.2 Agency Scoping Meeting 

Sound Transit hosted a scoping meeting for federal, state, regional, and tribal governments on 

Tuesday, June 25, 2013, from 1 pm to 3 pm. Participants could attend the meeting in person or 

watch a live, streaming broadcast of the meeting on Sound Transit’s website. Sound Transit 

distributed meeting invitations to approximately 91 agency staff representing 32 agencies.  

Some of the agencies that were represented included:  

• Federal Transit Administration 

• King County Metro  

• Puget Sound Regional Council  

• Seattle Public Utilities 

• Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife  

The meeting consisted of a presentation by Cathal Ridge, Sound Transit’s project manager for 

the Federal Way Transit Extension, and Kent Hale, Sound Transit’s Environmental Lead for the 

Federal Way Transit Extension, followed by a question‐and‐answer session. The meeting also 

included an open house period with project information displays for participants who attended 

in person. 

4.3 Interagency Work Group and Stakeholder Briefings  

Throughout the alternatives analysis phase, Sound Transit met with a working group of local 

agency staff to encourage interagency involvement and coordination. The Interagency Work 

Group consists of representatives of jurisdictions or agencies that may be affected by the 

project’s development. The Interagency Work Group advises Sound Transit as it moves through 

the project development process. As the project evolves, the Interagency Work Group will 

advise Sound Transit on strategies to avoid and minimize environmental impacts. The 
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Interagency Work Group will continue to meet on a regular basis throughout the EIS process 

and during later project phases. This group is not intended to provide official comments or 

recommendations on policy‐related decisions. 

The Interagency Work Group includes representatives of the following entities: 

• City of Des Moines 

• City of Kent 

• City of Federal Way 

• City of SeaTac 

• Highline Community College 

• King County Metro 

• Puget Sound Regional Council 

• Washington State Department of Transportation  

The Interagency Work Group began meeting in September 2012. Meetings were designed to 

inform and obtain input from the affected agencies. The meetings held to‐date and the purpose 

of the meeting are listed below. 

Date  Topic 

September 10, 2012  Process and schedule for developing the Federal Way Transit 

Extension 

October 8, 2012  How the public and stakeholders can get involved in the Federal Way 

Transit Extension 

November 13, 2012  Preliminary list of alternatives that Sound Transit will evaluate for 

the Federal Way Transit Extension and the criteria Sound Transit 

proposes to use to evaluate alternatives 

December 10, 2012  Review of early scoping input and preview of initial screening results

January 21, 2013  Preview of Level 1 screening results

February 18, 2013  Preview of Level 1 screening results

March 18, 2013  Preview of Level 2 screening results

April 15, 2013  Preview of Level 2 screening results and EIS scoping materials 

May 20, 2013  Review of potential Draft EIS alternatives

July 15, 2013  Review of public outreach and stakeholder coordination, and Level 2 

alternatives and evaluation measures 

 

Sound Transit also met with elected officials and representatives of local governments and 

other agencies to brief them on the project and inform them of scoping activities, as follows: 
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Agency  Date Type of Meeting 

Army Corps of Engineers  May 8, 2013 Pre‐application meeting 

City of Des Moines   August 14, 2012 Stakeholder interview 

August 15, 2012 Coordination meeting 

December 19, 2012 Coordination meeting 

February 7, 2013 Coordination meeting 

March 21, 2013 Coordination meeting 

April 2, 2013 Coordination meeting 

June 6, 2013 Coordination meeting 

City of Federal Way  August 22, 2012 Coordination meeting 

December 18, 2012 Coordination meeting 

February 7, 2013 Coordination meeting 

April 4, 2013 Coordination meeting 

May 29, 2013 Coordination meeting 

City of Kent  August 21, 2012 Coordination meeting 

December 17, 2012 Coordination meeting 

April 4, 2013 Coordination meeting 

April 30, 2013 Coordination meeting 

May 13, 2013 Coordination meeting 

June 7, 2013 Coordination meeting 

City of SeaTac  August 14, 2012 Coordination meeting 

August 29, 2012 Stakeholder interview 

December 18, 2012 Coordination meeting 

April 9, 2013 Coordination meeting 

June 3, 2013 Coordination meeting 

Des Moines City Council  October 18, 2012 Study session 

March 28, 2013 Briefing

June 27, 2013 Briefing

Federal Highway 

Administration 

July 17, 2012 Coordination meeting 

May 21, 2013 Coordination meeting 

Federal Way Chamber of 

Commerce 

January 22, 2012 Briefing

June 18, 2013 Briefing

Federal Way City Council  November 20, 2012 Briefing

March 19, 2013 Briefing

June 18, 2013 Briefing

Federal Way Community and 

Economic Development 

August 27, 2012 Stakeholder interview 
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Agency  Date Type of Meeting 

Department 

Highline Community College  August 6, 2012 Coordination meeting 

August 23, 2012 Stakeholder interview 

December 20, 2012 Coordination meeting 

April 2, 2013 Coordination meeting 

Highline Water District  October 17, 2012 Coordination meeting 

Kent Chamber of Commerce  August 27, 2012 Stakeholder interview 

Kent City Council  July 2, 2013 Briefing

Kent Economic and Community 

Development Committee 

October 8, 2012 Briefing

March 11, 2013 Briefing

Kent Public Works Committee  October 22, 2012 Briefing

December 12, 2012 Briefing

March 18, 2013 Briefing

King County Department of 

Transportation 

August 14, 2012 Stakeholder interview 

King County Metro  September 6, 2012 Coordination meeting 

October 3, 2012 Coordination meeting 

December 12, 2012 Coordination meeting 

March 21, 2013 Coordination meeting 

April 12, 2013 Coordination meeting 

June 11, 2013 Coordination meeting 

Puget Sound Energy  October 22, 2012 Coordination meeting 

Puget Sound Regional Council  December 21, 2012 Coordination meeting 

June 10, 2013 Coordination meeting 

SeaTac City Council  October 23, 2012 Study session 

December 11, 2012 Briefing

March 26, 2013 Briefing

June 25, 2013 Briefing

Seattle Public Utilities October 25, 2012 Coordination meeting 

April 25, 2013 Coordination meeting 

May 13, 2013 Coordination meeting 

South County Area 

Transportation Board 

September 28, 2012 Briefing

April 16, 2013 Briefing

Southwest King County 

Chamber of Commerce 

August 17, 2012 Stakeholder interview 
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Agency  Date Type of Meeting 

U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency 

May 8, 2013

 

Coordination meeting 

May 13, 2013 Coordination meeting 

Washington Department of 

Ecology 

May 13, 2013 Coordination meeting 

Washington State Department 

of Transportation 

July 9, 2012 Coordination meeting 

July 17, 2012 Coordination meeting 

August 16, 2012 Coordination meeting 

October 26, 2012 Coordination meeting 

December 5, 2012 Coordination meeting 

January 9, 2013 Coordination meeting 

February 6, 2013 Coordination meeting 

February 27, 2013 Coordination meeting 

April 3, 2013 Coordination meeting 

April 10, 2013 Coordination meeting 

May 1, 2013 Coordination meeting 

May 16, 2013 Coordination meeting 

May 21, 2013 Coordination meeting 

June 5, 2013 Coordination meeting 

July 2, 2013  Coordination meeting 

July 10, 2013  Coordination meeting 

 

4.4 Summary of Comments from Public Agencies, Jurisdictions, and 
Institutions 

Eleven public agencies, jurisdictions, and institutions submitted written comment letters during 

scoping:  

• Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 

• City of Des Moines 

• City of Federal Way 

• City of Kent 

• City of SeaTac  

• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

• Highline Community College  

• King County Metro 



   

• Muckleshoot Tribe 

• National Parks Service (NPS) 

• U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

Letters from FHWA, NPS, and King County Metro were received shortly after the comment 

period had closed. The ACHP letter received stated that the agency declines participation in the 

review process under NEPA. 

Highline Community College and all of the jurisdictions, except for Federal Way, commented on 

the location of the alignment. The City of SeaTac stated their preference for an alignment on 

the west side of 28th Avenue S and the west side of SR 99 to minimize impacts to residences 

(including affordable housing and senior housing). Highline Community College also supported 

an alignment on SR 99. The City of Des Moines prefers the alignment to be along I‐5 in the 

Pacific Ridge area and then cross to SR 99 near Highline Community College. The City of Des 

Moines also commented that a 30th Avenue alignment would bisect the Pacific Ridge 

neighborhood, which is a disadvantaged area. The City of Kent commented that they do not 

support an alignment that would traverse from I‐5 to SR 99 that would divide the Midway area 

planned for transit‐oriented development. Highline Community College identified economic 

development potential as an important criterion when selecting an alignment. 

All of the jurisdictions and Highline Community College commented on station locations. The 

City of SeaTac raised concerns that a station at S 216th Street and I‐5 would require conversion 

of existing land uses and that a S 216th Street Station on either I‐5 or SR 99 could create traffic 

impacts. However, the City of Des Moines requested that a station at S 216th and I‐5 be 

considered. The City of Des Moines also stated support for stations at Redondo Heights along 

SR 99 at S 272nd Street, along SR 99 near S 240th Street and S 260th Street, and along I‐5 at S 

216th Street. The City of Kent supported a station at Highline Community College. 

Highline Community College suggested that Sound Transit build stations on the same side of 

the road as activity centers. Highline Community College and the City of Federal Way suggested 

that potential for parking be considered when selecting station sites. Federal Way also 

suggested that adequate local transit at station sites could reduce the need for parking and 

suggested that travel speed, reliability, and ridership be considered when determining the 

number and location of stations. 

FHWA commented on the purpose and need for the project and various agencies and 

institutions commented on environmental issues to study in the EIS. The City of SeaTac 

commented that visual impacts could occur from an elevated guideway, especially near 

residential areas along SR 99. The cities of SeaTac and Des Moines were concerned with 

potential effects of an I‐5 alignment on the design of the future SR 509 corridor. 
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Highline Community College and the City of Kent expressed concern for pedestrian safety at a 

station near the college. They also expressed concern that a station at the college could 

increase east‐west transit demand into Kent. Highline Community College suggested that 

impacts at an interim terminus station be considered in the environmental analysis including 

traffic congestion and increased crime. The City of Kent noted that project‐related 

improvements should not divide a community, especially in the Midway area, or if Sound 

Transit chooses an alignment that crosses between SR 99 and I‐5. The City of Kent also 

suggested that the environmental analysis address emergency vehicle access to the light rail 

cars. 

The City of Federal Way commented on 15 environmental topics but had the most comments 

related to land use and transportation. They indicated that property acquisitions along stations 

and alignments would limit future redevelopment opportunities. Regarding transportation, the 

City of Federal Way noted that there could be traffic impacts near the terminus or with an 

alignment on SR 99. The City of Federal Way also suggested that the analysis consider effects on 

real estate value from changes in visual quality, light and glare, and noise and vibration. They 

requested that the study examine whether such changes could diminish the market’s ability to 

meet housing targets in the City Center. The City of Federal Way also suggested that the 

environmental analysis study effects on plants and animals, especially in the landscaped areas 

around I‐5. They also suggested that the study review health impacts such as air quality 

impacts, drippings and particles from elevated guideways, and health effects of noise and 

vibration. 

The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe suggested ecological issues to study further including fish 

passage in streams, stream and wetland impacts from fill, and tree removal. The USEPA 

identified several sensitive aquatic sites such as McSorley Creek, Steel Lake, Redondo Creek, 

and an unnamed stream and suggested Sound Transit use low‐impact development strategies 

and restore areas after construction. The USEPA noted that the Midway Landfill is a Superfund 

site and was concerned with impacts to the landfill, especially with the I‐5 Mixed West Side 

Alternative. NPS suggested that any proposed alternative with the potential to affect Steel Lake 

Park in Federal Way should be closely coordinated with the Washington Recreation and 

Conservation Office and NPS. 

King County Metro agrees with the assumption that RapidRide A Line service would remain the 

same with the FWTE project. They suggested that the EIS station boarding methodology 

consider access to light rail by actual network connections of different transportation modes. 

King County Metro also suggested that the EIS methodology look at ease for transit to connect 

to FWTE, especially in congested areas. If increased congestion were to occur from the FWTE, 

King County Metro expressed concern that congestion could affect bus speed and reliability, 
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make multimodal connections more expensive and difficult to provide, and affect the space 

available for bus zones and bus layover areas. 

Appendix B includes a copy of each agency’s comment letter.   
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5. PUBLIC SCOPING 

5.1 Public Scoping Meetings  

Sound Transit hosted two public meetings during the scoping period as shown below. More 

than 160 people attended the public meetings.  

Date and Time  Location Number of Participants

Wednesday, June 19, 2013 
3–6 p.m. 

Federal Way Transit Center 
31621 23rd Ave S. 
Federal Way, WA 98003 

137 (17 people signed in)

Wednesday, June 26, 2013 
5–7 p.m. 

Parkside Elementary School 
2104 S. 247th Street 
Des Moines, WA 98198 

26 (26 people signed in)

 

5.2 Meeting Notification 

Sound Transit advertised the public scoping meetings through a variety of methods, including a 

postcard mailing to approximately 24,900 single‐family homes, apartments, and businesses 

within one‐half mile of the project area; print and online advertising; a media advisory; and 

notification on the project website and various community calendars. Sound Transit also 

distributed postcards advertising the scoping meetings at libraries and community gathering 

places and through contacts at large employers throughout the project area. 

Sound Transit placed display advertisements in the following print publications: 

• Federal Way Mirror (June 14, 2013) 

• Highline Times (June 14, 2013) 

• Korea Daily (Korean, June 11, 2013) 

• La Raza (Spanish, June 14, 2013)  

• Ngoui Viet Tay Bac (NW Vietnamese Weekly) (Vietnamese, June 14, 2013) 

Sound Transit posted advertisements in the following online publications: 

• Highline Times Blog (June 12‐26, 2013) 

• SeaTac Blog (June 12‐26, 2013) 

• Waterland Blog (June 12‐26, 2013) 

• Seattle Transit Blog (June 5‐26, 2013) 

Samples of meeting notifications are provided in Appendix D. In addition, The Highline 

Times/Des Moines News, Federal Way Mirror, Kent Reporter, and The Thunderword published 

articles about the project during the scoping period. Copies of these articles are provided in 

Appendix E.  
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5.3 Public Outreach to Minority, Low-Income, and Limited-English-
Proficient Populations 

Sound Transit is committed to equal engagement opportunities for all interested members of 

the public. In addition to Sound Transit outreach policy, multiple federal laws and guidance 

encourage/require Sound Transit to provide meaningful opportunities for these groups to 

engage in the planning process. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination 

based on race, color, or national origin. Executive Order 12898, signed by President Clinton in 

1994, directs federal agencies, to make environmental justice a part of its mission by identifying 

and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects of 

its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low‐income populations. FTA and DOT 

guidance further describes how to incorporate environmental justice principles into plans, 

projects, and activities. This guidance includes a section on achieving meaningful public 

engagement with environmental justice populations. 

Sound Transit used the following strategies to engage minority, low‐income, and limited‐

English‐proficient populations prior to and during scoping: 

Strategy   Implementation Outcome  

Partner with community 

organizations to organize 

outreach events. 

Hosted project information 

table at the Des Moines 

Senior Activity Center 

Transportation Fair on June 

18, 2013.  

Provided project information 

and announced the scoping 

meetings and comment period 

to 20 community members.  

Build relationships with 

community organizations. 

Attended monthly meetings

with South King County 

Mobility Coalition, South King 

County Human Services, and 

City Vision in Federal Way. 

Provided updates on project, 

distributed materials, and 

announced scoping meetings. 

Host tabling events and 

conduct briefings at 

community gathering places. 

Hosted 19 tabling events 

from March to June 2013 in 

SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, 

and Federal Way. Provided 

briefings to the following 

neighborhood councils:  

• West Hill Council, June 

19, 2013, at 7:00 p.m. at 

Provided project information 

to approximately 375 

community members, 

including minority, low‐

income and limited‐English‐

proficient populations.  
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Strategy   Implementation Outcome  

the Trinity Community 

Church in Kent 

• Saltair Hills Council, June 

20, 2013, at 6:30 p.m. at 

Marcus Whitman Church  

in Des Moines 

Host meetings in transit‐

accessible facilities.  

Hosted a public scoping 

meeting at the Federal Way 

Transit Center.  

Engaged approximately 137 

transit riders, including 

minority, low‐income and 

limited‐English‐proficient 

populations.  

Provide translation and 

interpretation services for 

project materials and 

interpretation services at 

public meetings.  

Included translated 

statements on meeting 

advertisements and materials 

on how to access 

interpretation services.  

Meeting advertisements 

included translated 

statements in Korean, Russian, 

Somali, Spanish, Tagalog, and 

Vietnamese with a phone 

number for non‐English‐

speaking community members 

to access interpretation 

services and get more 

information about the scoping 

meetings.  

Host meetings to 

accommodate shift workers. 

Hosted scoping meetings and 

tabling events during the 

scoping period at a variety of 

dates and times: 

• Federal Way Transit 

Center scoping meeting, 

June 19, 2013, from 3‐6 

pm.  

• Parkside Elementary 

scoping meeting, June 26, 

2013, from 5‐7 pm. 

• Des Moines 

Provided engagement 

opportunities to meet a 

variety of schedules.  
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Strategy   Implementation Outcome  

Transportation Fair 

information table, June 

18, 2013, from 11 am–1 

pm.  

Distribute project 

information through trusted 

community organizations.  

Produced Somali‐language 

project overview video in 

partnership with SomTV. 

Posted video on SomTV 

website and YouTube 

channel and on the project 

web page.  

433 video views since April 12, 

2013, on SomTV’s YouTube 

channel.  

Created coffee sleeves with 

Sound Transit logo and 

project web page.  

Distributed by coffee shops on 

Highline Community College 

Campus and local shop on 

SR 99 that serves Highline 

Community College.  

As the project moves forward, Sound Transit will continue to engage minority, low‐income, and 

limited‐English‐proficient populations using the following strategies: 

• Partner with community organizations to organize outreach events in the community 

and distribute project information through existing communication channels.  

• Host tabling events at familiar, trusted community gathering places, such as community 

centers and local houses of worship.  

• Work with SomTV to update the Somali‐language Federal Way Transit Extension project 

overview video to include a description of the alternatives Sound Transit will be 

evaluating in the EIS.  

5.4 Public Scoping Meeting Format 

Sound Transit asked participants to sign‐in as they arrived at the public scoping meetings. Staff 

members working at the welcome table explained the meeting purpose and format and 

provided participants with a copy of the EIS scoping folio and a comment form.  

The meetings were conducted as an open house where participants were invited to review 

displays and discuss the project with Sound Transit staff and members of the consultant team. 

Displays provided information about the purpose of and need for the Federal Way Transit 
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Extension, project timeline, environmental review process, alternatives screening process, and 

the range of alignments and station locations that Sound Transit is considering evaluating in 

the EIS.  

Participants were invited to provide comments through three interactive exercises: 

1. Staff provided a map of the corridor on a long table. Participants could use markers and 

post‐it notes to provide comments on the proposed alternatives and identify any 

important environmental or community resources. 

2. Participants could use dot stickers to identify which elements of the purpose and need 

statement were most important to them. 

3. Participants could complete a comment form or take the online survey at the comment 

station.  

Examples of the display materials are provided in Appendix F.  

5.5 Summary of Public Comments 

Nineteen public comment submittals were received during the scoping period. Comment forms 

were distributed during the public scoping meetings and Sound Transit received 13 completed 

comment forms at the meetings. Six additional comments were submitted from the public 

through email and regular mail, including a comment letter from the Saltair Hills community. In 

addition, the public was able to provide input through an online scoping survey. One hundred 

and thirteen people took the online survey, which was provided on the project website. It 

should be noted that survey respondents were from a large geographical area and the majority 

of respondents identified themselves as not living in, working in, or owning a business in the 

corridor. No comments were received from businesses. In general, comments showed support 

for the FWTE and the increased availability of transit in the project area. Public scoping 

comments and survey results are provided in Appendix C. 

Comment forms and the online scoping survey were set up to receive public input on three 

topics: 1) the purpose and need for the project, 2) potential light rail alternatives and station 

locations, and 3) how the project could affect people and the environment. The comments that 

were received and the results of the online survey are summarized below by these three 

categories. 

5.6 Comments Related to the Purpose and Need  

In general, the comments suggested that the project was needed to reduce heavy traffic 

congestion on highways and that the project was needed to help people reach their 

destinations faster. It was also noted that the project is needed to reduce congestion on the 



   

King County Metro RapidRide A Line. One commenter suggested that the project is needed to 

connect people with schools at all levels (elementary, junior high, high school, college, and 

universities). Another commenter noted that the project is needed to provide better 

connections for airport employees who live south of Seattle‐Tacoma International Airport. 

Other suggested purpose and need statements included decreasing transit travel times, 

reducing express bus overcrowding, encouraging transit‐oriented development and 

development in general, and improving mobility as much as possible with available funding. 

The online scoping survey provided the public a variety of potential purpose and need 

statements and asked the survey taker to vote on how strongly they agreed with each 

statement. From the online scoping survey, over 90 percent of the responders either agreed or 

strongly agreed that: 

• More reliable and convenient public transportation should be provided to jobs and key 

destinations to meet the future demand for public transportation; and  

• An alternative should be provided to traveling on congested roadways, and connections 

to the transportation system at all times of day should be improved. 

Between 80 and 90 percent of responders either agreed or strongly agreed with the following 

objectives and statements: 

• Supporting local land use, transportation, and economic development plans;  

• Advancing the Sound Transit Long Range Plan by providing high‐quality regional transit 

service connecting major activity centers in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties;  

• Building an affordable system that seeks to preserve and promote a healthy 

environment; and 

• More people will be living and working in the project area. 

Other potential purpose and need statements in the online survey received more neutral 

responses. These included lack of access to a car, future transit reliability, meeting the 

transportation needs of local people, consistency with regional plans, and reductions in vehicle 

miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. 

5.7 Comments Related to the Alternatives 

Over 83 percent of responders to the online survey commented that Sound Transit is 

considering the right alternatives for the project. Generally, comments received both online 

and otherwise supported an alignment on SR 99 instead of I‐5 since SR 99 would provide better 

access to businesses and be more accessible to riders. One commenter stated that the City of 
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Des Moines and the Port of Seattle are planning a major development north of S 216th Street 

and west of 24th Avenue S and that the I‐5 corridor options would poorly serve this area. 

One commenter suggested having express service options and another suggested grade 

separation to increase the speed of the train. A commenter mentioned that the light rail should 

connect with South Center Mall. A bridge at 240th Street over I‐5 was also suggested. 

Two comments were received in support of increased bus service instead of light rail and it was 

suggested that there be additional parking at the Federal Way Transit Center. One commenter 

suggested that funds should be spent on roads and bridges instead of transit. Three online 

survey takers suggested that additional park‐and‐rides be considered. One commenter 

suggested that a light rail line should connect Vashon and Gig Harbor to downtown Seattle or 

Bellevue. 

A letter was received from several Saltair Hills community members in Kent, which stated a 

preference for an alignment on the east side of SR 99 with a pedestrian overpass to Highline 

Community College. 

Over 85 percent of the responders to the online scoping survey commented that Sound Transit 

is considering the right station locations. Sound Transit asked online survey participants to rate 

the potential additional station locations (in addition to the three baseline stations) it evaluated 

during alternatives analysis in order of which ones they would use the most.1 The top three 

ranked stations were all on SR 99: 1) S 288th Street and SR 99, 2) Dash Point Road and SR 99, 

and 3) S 260th Street and SR 99. A station at S 216th Street and SR 99 was ranked in the middle. 

The lowest‐ranked potential stations were the I‐5 stations, with the S 216th Street and I‐5 

location getting the fewest votes. One survey‐taker suggested that the station at Kent‐Des 

Moines Road/Highline Community College and the track from near Angle Lake to the station 

should be placed in an area that impacts the fewest possible number of residences. Another 

commenter noted that a station should be at Highline Community College on SR 99 and that 

stations at Kent‐Des Moines Road and S 272nd Street would not provide easy access to the 

college. One commenter suggested that Sound Transit not build too many stations because this 

could negatively affect travel time. 

5.8 Comments Related to Potential Effects 

Most of the online survey responders (73‐77 percent) noted that transit and traffic were the 

two most relevant environmental issues to consider. Comments received at the public meetings 

on environmental effects generally expressed the opinion that the project could reduce gas use 

and improve air quality. It was also mentioned that increased public transportation would help 

                                                            
1 The additional station locations are not part of the voter‐approved ST2 Plan and would require additional taxing 
authority and funding for construction.   
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seniors and persons with disabilities get around easier and could save people money on 

downtown parking costs. Fifty‐seven percent of online survey responders also noted the need 

to study effects on land use and economic activity. One online commenter noted concern that 

potential businesses such as Boeing could move out of the area because of poor transportation 

options for employees. 

Public concerns about potential environmental effects included residential and business 

displacements, noise impacts, disruption of traffic during construction, cost, and not providing 

enough parking at the stations. One commenter suggested that Sound Transit consider paid 

parking to counter parking shortages. Another commenter expressed concern that if drivers in 

the project area switch from driving to light rail, other people with longer commutes will drive 

to work on I‐5, and as a result light rail could indirectly increase sprawl. 

A letter from several Saltair Hills community members stated concern that the SR 99 Hybrid 

Alternative could result in additional noise, increased traffic at S 252nd Street, adverse effects 

on businesses, and disruption to their community. 



   

6. NEXT STEPS  

6.1 Identifying the Draft EIS Alternatives and the Scope of the EIS 

The public and agency comments received during scoping will help Sound Transit (at the 

direction of the Sound Transit Board) and FTA finalize the purpose and need for the project and 

identify the issues and alternatives to be considered in the Draft EIS. 

In September 2013, the Sound Transit Board is expected to consider a motion to provide 

direction on the range of alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS. The consideration of any 

motions will be conducted in regularly scheduled meetings of the Board and will be open to the 

public. 

6.2 Draft EIS 

Work on the Draft EIS is expected to begin in late 2013 and will take about 12 to 18 months to 

complete. The Draft EIS will describe the benefits and adverse effects of each alternative and 

will outline potential ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate negative effects.  

Sound Transit is planning to issue the Draft EIS for public and agency review in late 2014. The 

Draft EIS will be available for a minimum 45‐day public comment period that will include public 

hearings. After the close of the Draft EIS public comment period, the Sound Transit Board will 

consider public comments as well as the information in the Draft EIS when it identifies the 

preferred alternative for the Final EIS. 

6.3 Final EIS 

The Final EIS will identify Sound Transit’s preferred alternative and will contain a response to 

comments received on the Draft EIS. The Final EIS will also outline mitigation for unavoidable 

environmental impacts. Work on the Final EIS is expected to begin in early 2015 with 

publication scheduled for mid 2016.  

6.4 Record of Decision 

After the publication of the Final EIS, FTA is expected to prepare a Record of Decision (ROD). 

The ROD will document what project Sound Transit will build and how it will avoid, minimize, 

and mitigate for environmental impacts.  
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outside the U.S. as gasoline or diesel 
vehicles are imported to the United 
States and then retrofitted or modified 
in the United States so that they can 
operate on alternative fuels. Another 
commenter suggested that FHWA issue 
a policy that defines the acceptable limit 
on domestic content. 

In response to these comments, the 
FHWA does not believe that it is 
appropriate to establish a vehicle 
domestic content requirement threshold 
at the present time. The FHWA is 
uncertain whether such a condition 
would further the objectives of CMAQ 
Program to encourage State and local 
entities to pursue clean fuel 
technologies. Moreover, the FHWA has 
no data in order to determine what such 
a content standard should be. Also, the 
practicality of establishing such a limit 
for just the iron and steel components 
in a vehicle is questionable. The FHWA 
is unaware of any method by which the 
agency can use to determine where the 
steel and iron contained in the steel and 
iron components of a vehicle were 
manufactured. Similarly, the FHWA has 
no basis for defining the point of final 
assembly for vehicle retrofit projects 
other than the location where the 
retrofitting of the vehicle takes place 
prior to turning the vehicle over to the 
owner. As such, the FHWA is not 
prepared to address these issues as part 
of this particular waiver request. 

As a result, State departments of 
transportation (DOT) will need to make 
a good faith effort to determine whether 
the final assembly of a vehicle or 
vehicle retrofit occurs in the United 
States. With respect to passenger motor 
vehicles, the FHWA notes that the 
National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration has established criteria 
in 49 CFR Part 583 for vehicles subject 
to the America Automobile Labeling Act 
(AALA) (http://www.nhtsa.gov/Laws+&
+Regulations/Part+583+American
+Automobile+Labeling+Act
+(AALA)+Reports). Vehicles meeting 
the criteria for final assembly under the 
AALA is one option for State DOTs to 
make a good faith effort in determining 
whether final assembly of vehicles 
subject to AALA requirements occurs in 
the United States. The FHWA will 
publish a notice in the Federal Register 
at a future date to request public 
comments on what standards should 
apply to vehicles. In the meantime, the 
FHWA does not wish to further delay 
these projects while the appropriate 
standard for vehicles is established. 

While the FHWA has not located a 
vehicle that meets a 100 percent 
domestic iron and steel content 
requirement, the FHWA does not find 
that a complete waiver based on non- 

availability pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 
313(b)(2) is appropriate. However, the 
FHWA also recognizes that at least a 
conditional waiver is necessary in order 
to permit the State DOTs to proceed 
with the projects. The FHWA believes 
that a conditional waiver that allows the 
public agencies to purchase vehicles so 
long as the final assembly of the vehicle 
as the end product occurs in the United 
States is appropriate. This approach is 
similar to the conditional waivers given 
to Alameda County, San Francisco 
County, and Merced County, CA, for 
vehicle purchases on November 21, 
2011 (76 FR 72027 and 76 FR 72028) 
and March 30, 2012 (77 FR 19410). 

In conclusion, and in light of the 
above, pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 313(b)(1), 
the FHWA finds that it is in the public 
interest to grant a conditional waiver 
from the general 100 percent domestic 
content requirement that applies to 
Federal-aid highway projects under Buy 
America. Under this conditional waiver, 
however, the final assembly of any 
vehicles purchased with HTF funds 
must occur in the United States. Thus, 
so long as the final assembly of the 74 
vehicle projects (including sedans, vans, 
pickups, SUVs, trucks, buses, and 
equipment, such as backhoes, street 
sweepers, and tractors) occurs in the 
United States, applicants to this waiver 
request may proceed to purchase these 
vehicles and equipment consistent with 
the Buy America requirement. 

In accordance with the provisions of 
section 117 of the SAFETEA–LU 
Technical Corrections Act of 2008 (Pub. 
L. 110–244, 122 Stat. 1572), the FHWA 
is providing this notice as its finding 
that a conditional waiver of Buy 
America requirements is appropriate. 
The FHWA invites public comment on 
this finding for an additional 15 days 
following the effective date of the 
finding. Comments may be submitted to 
the FHWA’s Web site via the link 
provided to the waiver page noted 
above. 

Authority: 23 U.S.C. 313; Pub. L. 110–161, 
23 CFR 635.410. 

Issued on: June 6, 2013. 

Victor M. Mendez, 
Administrator, Federal Highway 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 2013–14146 Filed 6–14–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Transit Administration 

Notice of Intent to Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Federal Way Transit Extension, 
King County, Washington 
AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), DOT 
ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement. 

SUMMARY: The Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) and the Central 
Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority 
(Sound Transit) are planning to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for Sound Transit’s proposed 
Federal Way Transit Extension (FWTE) 
project. The FWTE project would allow 
Sound Transit to improve public transit 
service between the cities of SeaTac and 
Federal Way in King County, 
Washington. The FWTE project would 
also respond to a growing number of 
transportation and community needs 
identified in the agency’s regional 
transit system plan, Sound Transit 2 
(ST2). 

The EIS will be prepared in 
accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
Washington’s State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA). This Notice of Intent 
initiates formal scoping for the EIS, 
invites interested parties to participate 
in the EIS process, provides information 
about the purpose and need for the 
proposed transit project, includes the 
general set of alternatives being 
considered for evaluation in the EIS, 
and identifies potential environmental 
effects to be considered. This notice 
invites public comments on the scope of 
the EIS and announces the public 
scoping meetings to receive comments. 
Alternatives being considered for 
evaluation include a No-Build 
alternative and various build 
alternatives to develop light rail in the 
FWTE corridor. The light rail 
alternatives were developed through an 
early scoping process, and an 
alternatives analysis study. Early 
scoping notification for the alternatives 
analysis phase was announced in the 
Federal Register on October 16, 2012. 
Results of the early scoping process, the 
alternatives analysis findings, and other 
background technical reports are 
available on the project Web site. 
DATES: Written comments on the scope 
of alternatives and impacts to be 
considered in the EIS must be received 
no later than July 15, 2013, and must be 
sent to Sound Transit as indicated 
below. Information about the proposed 
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project, the alternatives analysis 
findings, the Scoping Information Folio, 
and the EIS process will be available at 
two public scoping meetings (on June 19 
and June 26) and one scoping meeting 
for tribal and agency representatives (on 
June 25) at the locations described 
below. Sound Transit and FTA will 
accept comments at those meetings. 

1. June 19, 2013, 3:00 p.m.–6:00 p.m. 

Federal Way Transit Center, 31621 
23rd Ave S., Federal Way, WA 98003. 

2. June 26, 2013, 5:00 p.m.–7:00 p.m. 

Parkside Elementary School, 2104 S. 
247th Street, Des Moines, WA 98198. 

3. (Agency and Tribal Meeting) June 25, 
2013, 1:00 p.m.–3:00 p.m. 

Sound Transit, Union Station, Ruth 
Fisher Boardroom, 401 S. Jackson Street, 
Seattle, WA 98104. 

Invitations to the agency and tribal 
scoping meeting have been sent to 
appropriate Federal, tribal, state, and 
local governmental units. All public 
meeting locations are accessible to 
persons with disabilities who may also 
request materials be prepared and 
supplied in alternate formats by calling 
Tralayne Myers, (206) 398–5014 at least 
48 hours in advance of the meeting. 
Persons who are deaf or hard of hearing 
may call (888) 713–6030 TTY. 

Scoping information as well as 
general information is available at: 
http://www.soundtransit.org/ 
FWextension. 

The scoping period extends to July 15, 
2013, or 30 days from the date of this 
notice, whichever is later. Written 
scoping comments are requested by July 
15, 2013 at the address above, or they 
can be submitted at the public meetings. 
ADDRESSES: Federal Way Transit 
Extension (c/o Kent Hale, Senior 
Environmental Planner) Sound Transit, 
401 S. Jackson Street, Seattle, WA 
98104–2826, or by email to 
FWTE@soundtransit.org. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steve Saxton, FTA Transportation 
Program Specialist, phone: (206) 220– 
4311. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
The Proposed Project. Sound Transit 

is proposing to extend Link light rail 
transit service from the future Angle 
Lake Link light rail station at South 
200th Street in SeaTac to the Federal 
Way Transit Center area in Federal Way. 
The project corridor is approximately 
7.6 miles long and parallels State Route 
99 (SR 99) and Interstate 5 (I–5). It 
generally follows a topographic ridge 
between Puget Sound and the Green 
River Valley where the city limits of 

SeaTac, Des Moines, Kent, and Federal 
Way meet. The project is part of the ST2 
Plan of transit investments approved by 
the voters in 2008. Currently, there is 
projected funding to construct to Kent/ 
Des Moines in the vicinity of Highline 
Community College. 

Purpose of and Need for the Project. 
The purpose of the Federal Way Transit 
Extension is to expand the Sound 
Transit Link light rail system from 
SeaTac to the cities of Des Moines, Kent, 
and Federal Way in King County in 
order to meet the following objectives: 

Provide a rapid, reliable, accessible, 
and efficient alternative for travel to and 
from the corridor and other urban 
growth and activity centers in the region 
with sufficient capacity to meet 
projected demand. 

Expand mobility alternatives to 
traveling on congested roadways and 
improve connections to the regional 
multimodal transportation system with 
peak and off-peak service. 

Provide the high-capacity transit 
(HCT) infrastructure to support adopted 
regional and local land use, 
transportation, and economic 
development plans. 

Advance the long-range vision, 
goals, and objectives for transit service 
established by the Sound Transit Long- 
Range Plan for high-quality regional 
transit service connecting major activity 
centers in King, Pierce, and Snohomish 
counties. 

Implement a financially feasible 
system that seeks to preserve and 
promote a healthy environment. 

The following conditions within the 
project corridor demonstrate the need 
for the project: 

North-south transit demand is 
expected to grow by 30 to 40 percent by 
2035 as a result of residential and 
employment growth in the FWTE 
corridor and regionally. 

The FWTE corridor population is a 
highly transit-dependent population 
with needs for efficient, reliable regional 
connectivity. 

Congestion on I-5 and on the key 
corridor arterials leading in and out of 
the study area will increase and further 
degrade existing transit performance 
and reliability. 

There is a lack of reliable and 
efficient peak and off-peak transit 
service connecting persons in the FWTE 
corridor with the region’s growth 
centers. 

Regional and local plans call for 
HCT in the corridor consistent with 
PSRC’s VISION 2040 and the Regional 
Transit Long-Range Plan. 

Implementing the project will help 
meet environmental and sustainability 
goals of the state and region, including 

reduced vehicle miles traveled and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Potential EIS Alternatives. Sound 
Transit and FTA are considering 
multiple alternatives for study in the 
EIS including a No-Build alternative 
and several light rail alternatives 
operating between the cities of SeaTac 
and Federal Way. Preliminary light rail 
alternatives were developed through an 
alternatives analysis process, the early 
scoping process (October 18 through 
November 19, 2012), and previous 
regional and local planning studies. 
Each light rail alternative includes three 
general station locations: the vicinity of 
South 240th Street (near Highline 
Community College), the vicinity of 
South 272nd Street (near the Redondo 
and Star Lake park-and-ride facilities), 
and the vicinity of South 317th Street 
(near the Federal Way Transit Center). 
The alternatives may include other 
additional station locations identified 
through the early scoping and 
alternatives analysis processes. FTA and 
Sound Transit invite comments on these 
preliminary alternatives. Public and 
agency input received during the 
scoping period will help FTA and 
Sound Transit develop a range of 
reasonable alternatives to evaluate in 
the Draft EIS. 

No Build Alternative. NEPA requires 
consideration of a No-Build Alternative. 
It reflects the existing transportation 
system plus the transportation 
improvements included in PSRC’s 
Transportation Improvement Program. 

Potential I–5 Alternatives. The 
potential I–5 Alternatives consist of 
light rail guideway along I–5 in two 
configurations. In one configuration, the 
guideway would run along the south 
side of the proposed SR 509 right-of- 
way to I–5 and then along the west side 
of the I–5 right-of-way. The guideway 
would deviate west from the I–5 right- 
of-way near 317th Street to access the 
Federal Way Transit Center area. For the 
other configuration, the alignment 
would transition from the west side of 
I–5 to the median of I–5 south of S. 
240th Street, briefly transition back to 
the west side at 272nd Street, then 
continue in the median to 317th Street 
before transitioning back to the west 
side to access the Federal Way Transit 
Center area Station locations proposed 
for evaluation with the I–5 Alternative 
include the vicinity of South 240th 
Street near Highline Community 
College; the vicinity of South 272nd 
Street near the Star Lake park-and-ride 
facility; and the vicinity of South 317th 
Street near the Federal Way Transit 
Center. 

Potential SR 99 Alternatives. The 
potential SR 99 Alternatives would 
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consist of light rail guideway along SR 
99 in two configurations. In one 
configuration the guideway would 
follow the median for most of the length 
of SR 99. For the other configuration, 
the guideway could utilize and 
transition between the east side, west 
side, and/or median of SR 99. Station 
locations proposed for evaluation with 
the SR 99 Alternatives include the areas 
near the vicinity of South 240th Street 
near Highline Community College; the 
vicinity of South 272nd Street near the 
Redondo park-and-ride facility; and the 
vicinity of South 317th Street near the 
Federal Way Transit Center. The SR 99 
alternatives may include other 
additional station locations in the 
vicinities of South 216th Street and 
South 260th Street identified through 
the early scoping and alternatives 
analysis processes. 

Potential 30th Avenue Alternative. 
The potential 30th Avenue Alternative 
would consist of light rail guideway 
along a portion of 30th Avenue South in 
the cities of Des Moines and Kent. From 
Angle Lake Station, the guideway would 
travel along SR 99 and transition east to 
30th Avenue at approximately South 
220th Street. The guideway would 
remain on 30th Avenue South from 
South 224th Street to approximately 
South 240th Street. From South 240th 
Street, the guideway would transition to 
SR–99 or I–5 and continue towards 
Federal Way. The station locations 
would be the same as those described in 
the previous alternatives. 

Scope of Environmental Analysis. The 
EIS process explores in a public setting 
the potentially significant effects of 
implementing the proposed action (and 
alternatives to the proposed action) on 
the physical, human, and natural 
environment. Areas of investigation for 
this project may include, but might not 
be limited to, transportation, land use 
and consistency with applicable plans, 
land acquisition and displacements, 
socioeconomic impacts, park and 
recreation resources, historic and 
cultural resources, environmental 
justice, visual and aesthetic qualities, air 
quality, noise and vibration, energy use, 
safety and security, and ecosystems, 
including threatened and endangered 
species. These effects will be evaluated 
for both the construction period and the 
long-term period of operation. Indirect, 
secondary and cumulative impacts will 
also be evaluated. The EIS will identify 
measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate significant adverse impacts. 

Roles of Agencies and the Public. 
NEPA, and FTA’s regulations for 
implementing NEPA, call for public 
involvement in the EIS process, 
including: (1) Invitations to other 

Federal and non-Federal agencies and 
Indian tribes that may have an interest 
in the proposed project to become 
‘‘cooperating’’ or ‘‘participating 
agencies,’’ (2) opportunities for 
involvement by agencies and the public 
in helping to define the proposed 
project’s purpose and need, as well as 
the range of alternatives for 
consideration in the impact statement, 
and (3) a plan for coordinating public 
and agency participation in and 
comment on the environmental review 
process. 

An invitation to become a cooperating 
or participating agency will be extended 
to Federal and non-Federal agencies and 
Indian tribes that may have an interest 
in the proposed project. Any agency or 
tribe interested in the project that does 
not receive such an invitation should 
promptly notify the Sound Transit 
Senior Environmental Planner 
identified above under ADDRESSES.

A draft Coordination Plan for public 
and agency involvement is available for 
review at the project Web site. It 
identifies the project’s coordination 
approach and structure, details the 
major milestones for agency and public 
involvement, and includes an initial list 
of interested agencies and organizations. 

FTA and Sound Transit welcome 
comments from interested individuals, 
organizations, tribes and agencies. 
Comments are invited regarding the 
preliminary statement of purpose and 
need; the alternatives to be evaluated in 
the EIS; and any significant 
environmental issues related to the 
alternatives. Suggested reasonable 
alternatives that meet the project 
purpose and need will be considered. 
To assist the public during scoping, 
Sound Transit has prepared an 
Environmental Scoping Information 
Folio describing the project, potential 
alternatives, potential impact areas to be 
evaluated, and the preliminary EIS 
schedule. You may request a copy from 
Tralayne Myers, Sound Transit, 401 S. 
Jackson Street, Seattle, WA 98104–2826, 
telephone: (206) 398–5014 or email: 
traylane.myers@soundtransit.org. It is 
also available at http:// 
www.soundtransit.org/FWextension. 
After the comment period, Sound 
Transit will publish a summary of the 
public and agency comments it receives. 
After scoping concludes later this year, 
the Sound Transit Board is expected to 
consider the scoping comments received 
and then act on a motion addressing the 
purpose and need for the project, the 
scope of environmental review, and 
alternatives to be considered in the draft 
EIS. 

FTA and Sound Transit will comply 
with all applicable Federal 

environmental laws, regulations, and 
executive orders during the 
environmental review process. These 
requirements include, but are not 
limited to, the regulations of the Council 
on Environmental Quality 
implementing NEPA, and FTA’s own 
NEPA regulations (40 CFR parts 1500– 
1508, and 23 CFR part 771); the air 
quality conformity regulations of the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) (40 CFR part 93); the Section 
404(b)(1) guidelines of EPA (40 CFR part 
230); the regulations implementing 
Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (36 CFR part 800); the 
regulations implementing Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act (50 CFR 
part 402); Section 4(f) of the Dept. of 
Transportation Act (23 CFR part 774); 
Executive Order 12898 on 
Environmental Justice, 11988 on 
floodplain management, and 11990 on 
wetlands; and DOT Order 5610.2(a) on 
Environmental Justice. 

Paperwork Reduction. The Paperwork 
Reduction Act seeks, in part, to 
minimize the cost to the taxpayer of the 
creation, collection, maintenance, use, 
dissemination, and disposition of 
information. Consistent with this goal 
and with principles of economy and 
efficiency in government, FTA limits as 
much as possible the distribution of 
complete sets of printed environmental 
documents. Accordingly, absent a 
specific request for a complete printed 
set of environmental documents 
(preferably in advance of printing), 
Sound Transit will distribute only the 
executive summary of the 
environmental document together with 
a compact disc of the complete 
environmental document. A complete 
printed set of the environmental 
document will be available for review at 
the grantee’s offices and elsewhere; an 
electronic copy of the complete 
environmental document will also be 
available on Sound Transit’s Web page. 

Issued On: June 11, 2013. 
Kenneth A. Feldman, 
Deputy Regional Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 2013–14296 Filed 6–14–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910–57–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration
[NHTSA Docket No. NHTSA–2013–0075] 
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From: Karen Walter <KWalter@muckleshoot.nsn.us> 
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2013 11:49 AM 
To: james.saxton@dot.gov; Hale, Kent 
Subject: Sound Transit Federal Way Extension Project, Scoping Notice 
 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Flagged 
 
James and Kent,
In response to the Scoping Notice that the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division received for 
Sound Transit’s Federal Way Transit Extension project, I am forwarding you the comments we sent 
previously for this project in response to the pre-application meeting with the Corps of Engineers and 
other regulatory agencies. Please let me know if you have any questions about the comments below.

Thank you,
Karen Walter
Watersheds and Land Use Team Leader

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division
Habitat Program
39015 172nd Ave SE
Auburn, WA 98092
253-876-3116

From: Karen Walter 
Sent: Wednesday, May 08, 2013 2:14 PM
To: 'Anderson, Suzanne NWS'; 'Ziegler, Ellie'
Subject: RE: Sound Transit - Pre-Application Meeting May 8, 2013, 1:00pm - Puget Sound Conference 
Room (UNCLASSIFIED)
 
Suzanne and Ellie, 
Sorry I missed the pre-app today; I was held up in another meeting. Anyway, I got a copy of the PPT that 
Kent sent out and likely provided at the meeting. Based on this information, I think the issues of concerns 
would generally be:

1. Stream crossings (there are at least two, maybe three). McSorley Creek on SR 99 is identified as a fish 
passage barrier on WSDOT's 2012 barrier list (#991196). Any modified stream crossing should be made 
fish passable using stream sim. If the culvert is not modified, then Sound Transit needs to ensure that any 
future culvert repair using the stream sim design criteria can be used and not precluded by the rail 
system/corridor.

2. The various alternatives appear to affect different streams and/or wetlands. There would be the usual 
concerns regarding impacts to these features both direct due to fill and potential buffer impacts (both 
permanent and temporary). Mitigation will likely be needed.

3. The project should look at tree removal activities for the different alternatives by each subbasin as 
there are several individual subbasins draining to Puget Sound that appear could be affected by the 
project. Several of these areas had some previous evaluation work done as part of either the WRIA 9 
limiting factors analysis or individual basin plans. 

Some existing info is available at:
http://green.kingcounty.gov/WLR/Science/Seminar/pdfs/PDF76.pdf

http://pugetsoundstreambenthos.org/Projects/Default.aspx?P=91



http://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/watersheds/central-puget-sound.aspx

http://your.kingcounty.gov/dnrp/library/2009/kcr2068.pdf

There is a basin plan for Des Moines Creek but I can't find it online. King County has copies for sale. 
http://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/wlr/publications.aspx

Hope this helps!

Karen Walter
Watersheds and Land Use Team Leader

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division
Habitat Program
39015 172nd Ave SE
Auburn, WA 98092
253-876-3116
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From: lindsey.handel@dot.gov [mailto:lindsey.handel@dot.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 10:07 AM 
To: *Federal Way Transit Extension Scoping; Hale, Kent; Ridge, Cathal 
Cc: sharon.love@dot.gov; elizabeth.healy@dot.gov; sharleen.bakeman@dot.gov; sidney.stecker@dot.gov; 
don.petersen@dot.gov 
Subject: EIS Scoping Public Comment - FHWA Comments 

Hi,�

We�understand�the�EIS�scoping�public�comment�period�ended�on�July�17,�2013,�but�FHWA�has�some�comments�on�the�
purpose�and�need�documents�we�are�hoping�to�incorporate�into�the�project�documents.�

1. “The�purpose�of�the�Federal�Way�Transit�Extension�is�to�expand�the�Sound�Transit�Link�light�rail�system�from
SeaTac�to�the�cities�of�Des�Moines,�Kent,�and�Federal�Way�in�King�County…”.��Suggest�adding�“the�corridor”�after
King�County.

2. Bullet�point�2�under�the�purpose:��“congested�roadways”.��Can�specificity�be�added�to�this?��Can�we�call�out�the
roadways�we�are�talking�about?

3. Bullet�point�3�under�the�need:�“Congestion�on�I�5”.��Can�you�add�clarity�about�the�congestion�on�I�5?��We�think
this�statement�is�somewhat�vague�and�we�need�more�clarity�on�what�you�are�referring�to,�such�as�the�limits�of
congestion.

4. Can�the�purpose�and�need�statement�include�something�about�the�highway�coordination�component�of�the
project?

5. For�the�level�2�alternatives�and�SR�99�hybrid�alternative�graphics:�can�you�show�the�I�5�and�SR�99�roadway
details�better?��Also,�we�think�it�would�be�helpful�to�have�the�cross�streets�font�a�bit�darker�or�called�out�more.

6. For�the�cross�section�view�of�the�5�alignment�alternatives:�we�think�this�should�be�presented�in�the�same�order
of�the�plan�view�graphics.��Also,�we�think�the�graphics�do�a�great�job�of�explaining�how�the�modes�interface,
could�this�be�better�described�in�the�P&N�statement?

Please�let�us�know�if�you�need�clarification�on�our�comments.�

Thanks�you,�

Lindsey�L.�Handel,�P.E.�
Urban�Transportation�Engineer�
Federal�Highway�Administration�
711�S.�Capitol�Way,�Suite�501�
Olympia,�WA��98501�1284�
Lindsey.Handel@dot.gov�
��������	���
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From: noreply@nps.gov
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 10:11 AM
To: FWTE
Cc: alan_schmierer@nps.gov; roxanne_runkel@nps.gov; lisa_treichel@ios.doi.gov
Subject: National Park Service Comments, Federal Way Transit Extension Project
Attachments: attachment.zip

Dear�Sir/Madam,�

Attached�please�find�National�Park�Service�comments�on�the�Federal�Way�Transit�Extension�Project.�

If�you�have�questions,�please�contact�Alan�Schmierer�(REC)�at�Alan_Schmierer@nps.gov.�



Comments for ER Control Number: ER-13/0429

genck@nps.gov 6/17/2013

dtrevino@nps.gov 6/27/2013

HRamsay@nps.gov 7/5/2013

Any proposed routing with the potential to impact Steel Lake Park in Federal Way, which appears 
to be within the proposed project area, should be closely coordinated with the Washington 
Recreation and Conservation Office and NPS for possible LWCF 6(f)3 implications.
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From: Kevin Vandehey <kevinvandehey@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2013 5:24 PM
To: FWTE
Subject: Comments

Please divert all transit funds to roads and bridges for roads.   

Thank you. 
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From: Richard Kennedy <richard_kennedy@ci.des-moines.wa.us>
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2013 9:07 PM
To: FWTE
Subject: Sound Transit Federal Way Transit Extension -- Scoping Comments

I am strongly opposed to any I-5 Corridor option for the Sound Transit Federal Way Transit Extension. This 
corridor is furthest from the population that is centered along SR 99 and existing bus routes. The City of Des 
Moines and the Port of Seattle are planning a major development north of South 216th Street and west of 24th 
Avenue South. An I-5 corridor options would also poorly serve this major new development. Because of these 
factors I would be in favor of either the 24th Avenue South or SR 99 corridor alternatives.

I am also very concerned that a station is not planned for Highline Community College along SR 99 at about 
South 240th Street. Stations at Kent-Des Moines Road and South 272nd Street ill serve this major designation 
in south King County. If a station for Highline Community College cannot be funded at this time, at least design 
the Sound Transit Federal Way Transit Extension to allow for the construction of such a station in the future. 

-- Richard T. Kennedy
-- 18825 6th Avenue Southwest 
-- Normandy Park, WA 98166-3978 
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From: William Condon <kodiack16@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 1:23 PM
To: FWTE
Subject: Get it done

Put�whatever�money�you�can�behind�this�project.��Reenergize�the�area�near�the�federal�way�transit�center.��Put�
businesses�and�shops�near�the�old�toy�r�us�and�turn�into�a�similar�kent�station�set�up.��Kent�station�blows�but�it�would�
work�near�the�commons.��Your�light�rail�would�revitalize�the�area�and�create�and�sf,�San�Jose�relationship�between�
Seattle�and�Tacoma.��Hurry�up�and�connect�the�light�rails�so�the�area�can�move�into�the�future.����
Sent�from�my�iPhone�
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From: Terry & Kathie Forsyth <cooper1@rockisland.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 8:23 PM
To: FWTE
Subject: Extension from Angels Station/Federal Way

I find a certain parallel to this with discussion of light rail from downtown to Ballard.  Surely the Ballard line will eventually
continue to Shoreline or it doesn't make fianancial sense to just jump over from downtown to Ballard and stop.

Better discussions may include:

The proposal of a north-south light rail line down east side may do well to turn west to South Center then what?  Continue 
to the 200th S station then continue west with stop(s) in Des Moines on its way to a stop at Vashon and on to Gig 
Harbor?  This would make the 200th S station a cross station with the southbound line from downtown like Judicial 
Square or Metro Center in the DC Metro rail system where the two lines cross (separated) and continue there merry way.

A proposed line down 167 that could join the southbound eastside line before a South Center station that continued to 
Vashon and Gig Harbor would be worthy of consideration as it would get Valley passengers intermediate stops with only 
one connection to downtown Seattle or Bellevue.

As side note, when the Air Florida 737 went down in DC January 13 in the 80s (I think) a half hour later there was a DC 
Metro system crash downtown that also stopped traffic on the only operating line crossing the Potomac River that evening 
(Yellow/Green bridge was yet built).  If the downtown line connected directly to the eastside north-south line, any major 
catastrophe in the Northgate-downtown tunnel would allow continued transportation of light rail passengers throughout 
Seattle via Bellevue.

I look forward to any questions you may ask of me,

Terry Forsyth
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Over the past year, Sound Transit has evaluated 
alternatives to extend high-capacity transit from the 
future Angle Lake light rail station on S. 200th Street in 
SeaTac to the Federal Way Transit Center, a distance of 
about 7.6 miles. Currently, there is projected funding to 
construct to Kent/Des Moines. The agency is developing 
a shovel-ready plan to extend light rail to Federal Way 
when additional funding is secured. 

June 19, 3–6 p.m.
Federal Way Transit Center Plaza
31621 23rd Ave S. 
Federal Way, 98003

Sound Transit and the Federal Transit Administration will prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that evaluates how the project 
could affect the community and the environment. As the EIS phase gets 
underway, scoping meetings will be held to give the public and agencies 
opportunity to provide comments on the project. Comments will be 
accepted through July 15, 2013.

PLEASE JOIN US! 
Scoping meeting dates

Federal Way Transit Extension

Extending Link light rail to Federal Way 

Questions? Please visit soundtransit.org/FWextension or contact Tralayne Myers, Community Outreach Specialist, at 206-398-5014 or tralayne.myers@soundtransit.org. 
For information in alternative formats, call 1-800-201-4900/TTY Relay: 711 or email accessibility@soundtransit.org

June 26, 5–7 p.m.
Parkside Elementary cafeteria
2104 S. 247th St.
Des Moines, 98198
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Sound Transit plans, builds and operates regional transit systems and services to improve mobility for Central Puget Sound.     Sound Transit | Union Station | 401 S. Jackson St. |Seattle, WA 98104-2826

• Learn about the project purpose and need
• Review potential light rail alternatives
• Tell us how the project could affect people and the environment
• Ask project staff questions
• Tell us what you think

How to comment:
• �������	�
�����������	��������������������	������	�������	��
• Online: Complete a scoping survey at soundtransit.org/FWextension
• Email: FWTE@soundtransit.org
• Mail: Sound Transit, Attn: Kent Hale, 401 S. Jackson St., Seattle, WA 98104

To request accommodations for persons with disabilities or information in alternate formats,  
call 1-800-201-4900/TTY Relay: 711 or email accessibility@soundtransit.org.

Sign up for project email updates at  
www.soundtransit.org/subscribe. Check the box for Federal Way Extension. 

At the scoping meeting, you will have an opportunity to:







APPENDIX � – MEDIA COVERAGE

� The�Thunderword,�May�30,�2013
� The�Highline�Times/Des�Moines�News,�June�18,�2013
� Federal�Way�Mirror,�June�19,�2013
� The�Highline�Times/Des�Moines�News,�July�3,�2013
� Kent�Reporter,�July�9,�2013
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Monday, August 5, 2013 | Clear sky, 84.2�°F searchLetters Sign in Subscribe Contact Us

Front Page News Sports Opinion Police Blotter Real Estate

Junior Little League 
Softball state champion 
crowned The perilous 
pathway to the 2013 

SLIDESHOW: To Burien 
and back again Jerry 
Gay’s been on an 
eventful journey Former 

Arrest of Big Top 
Bandits suspects tops 
police blotter By Shara 
Wallace HIGHLINE 

Click here to see our local 
Real Estate Listings!

NEWS

Man Rams Truck into 
Hospital

Review: Stirring drama 
for a late summer 
evening presented in 
Burien

Highline Historical 
Society seeks items for 
exhibit

Letter: Where are 
election signs legal in 
Burien?

It’s already time to sign 
up for Community 
Salmon Investigation for 
Highline (CSI: Highline)

Burien FEMA meeting 
discusses changes in 
shoreline flood mapping

Poverty Bay Blues and 
Brews Festival rocks 
Des Moines Aug. 24

Letter: Vote Yes on Des 
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Sound Transit hosts open house on 
Des Moines transit extension
06/18/2013

Sound Transit is conducting an open house June 26 at Parkside Elementary, 2104 
S. 247th St., 5-7 p.m. to seek public comment on its evaluation of alternatives to 
extend Link light rail from SeaTac to the Kent/Des Moines and Federal Way areas.

The current work will support efforts to reach the Kent/Des Moines area in 2023 and 
go further when funding is available.

The agency expects to obtain a Record of Decision from the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) in 2016, with construction to Kent/Des Moines planned to begin 
in 2019.

During the last year, Sound Transit has evaluated alternatives between the Angle 
Lake light rail station at SeaTac’s South 200th Street, scheduled to open in 2016, 
and the Federal Way Transit Center, a distance of about 7.6 miles.

The meeting will give the public the opportunity to provide comments on analysis 
done to date and suggest options and issues to be studied further as planning work 
continues.

Sound Transit and the FTA will prepare a draft environmental impact statement 
analyzing alternatives. The events are part of a formal environmental planning public 
comment period that continues until July 15.

Following the open house and a review of the input provided by the public during the 
comment period, the Sound Transit Board expects to identify the alternatives to be 
further evaluated in a draft EIS starting this fall.

The draft EIS will examine how project alternatives could affect the community and 
environment and should be available for public and agency review in late 2014. A 
Final EIS is planned for 2015.

In 2008, voters approved the extension of light rail from Sea-Tac Airport to South 
272nd Street at the northern edge of Federal Way as part of the Sound Transit 2 
package.

The extension beyond Kent/Des Moines lacks funding due to the impact of the 
national recession on local tax revenues, with a projected 41 percent drop in Sound 
Transit 2 revenues for South King County.

The analysis underway will establish a shovel-ready plan to extend light rail to the 
heart of Federal Way by supporting project eligibility for federal funding and efforts 
by Sound Transit to secure additional funding.

Additional opportunities for public involvement will occur throughout the 
environmental and design process.

For more information on the Federal Way Transit Extension, go to 
soundtransit.org/FWextension.

Like 1

Receive updates on news and events in the Highline area 
via Twitter or Facebook!
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COURTESY OF SOUND TRANSIT
Sound Transit is evaluating alternatives to extend light rail from the future Angle Lake light rail station on South 200th Street in 
SeaTac to the Federal Way Transit Center, a distance of about 7.6 miles. Currently, there is projected funding to build the 
extension to Kent/Des Moines.

By GREG ALLMAIN
Federal Way Mirror reporter
JUNE 19, 2013 · 2:40 PM

Representatives of Sound Transit were in Federal Way this week to give updates on the "alternatives analysis" 
related to potential alignments for a light rail connection to the city.

The five alignments for a possible connection to Federal Way include two that would move along I-5, two that would 
move along SR 99, and one that would dip into the city of Des Moines.

This whole process is to make the project "shovel ready" in case funding - which Sound Transit thought it would 
secure with the 2008 ST2 ballot measure - becomes available in the future, said Cathal Ridge, light rail development 
manager.

At the Federal Way City Council's June 18 meeting, Ridge explained that the next stage of project development is 
the public comment period for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

"We're moving forward on this process all the way down to Federal Way…(that) if we can find or come across 
funding at some point in the future, we'll be able to move forward with the project development process, and have 
the (EIS) already in place," he said.

Two changes had occurred since Ridge last presented before the council in March. The first was the development of 
a "hybrid" alignment along SR 99, and the other was the inclusion of "transit oriented development" (TOD) in Sound 
Transit's planning processes.

Ridge indicated that the "new" alignment along SR 99 would switch back and forth along the east and west side of 
the roadway, in an attempt to avoid issues with major intersections along that route. This is being considered, he 
said, because of cost factors that would be involved with building the connection through those intersections.

In addition, right-of-way issues would have to be taken into consideration, Ridge said.

"Obviously, the issue with that is it would have commercial or residential impacts on whatever side of the street it 
happens to be on," he said.

Transit oriented development is a planning tool Sound Transit recently integrated into its planning processes that 
looks at a number of factors when considering large-scale projects like this, Ridge said.

"It looks at a number of things," he said. "We looked at population, households, employment, activity centers."

Essentially, transit oriented development is an attempt to see if planned projects will be built in an area with access 
and populations to use them. Ridge said they looked at the TOD opportunities along the alignment routes, and also 
in conjunction with the possible station locations that would be built as part of any future project.
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Ridge said that TOD did come into consideration with two new station locations that had been suggested by the 
public in the previous round of public comment. Those locations were along SR 99 at 216th Street and 260th Street, 
he said, but cautioned that those ideas are probably pretty much static for now.

"These (stations) were not considered in the ST 2 plan, they were not voter approved. We cannot use ST 2 funding 
to construct these station locations," he said, referring to the Sound Transit 2 proposal that voters approved in 2008 
to bring light rail to South 272nd Street in Federal Way.

Sound Transit has enough funding to build light rail from South 200th Street to Kent/Des Moines (near Highline 
Community College). Light rail may not reach the northern edge of Federal Way until 2034 or later. The ultimate goal 
is to connect light rail to the Federal Way Transit Center.

Public comment

Those interested in providing comment can mail a letter to Kevin Hale, Sound Transit, 401 Jackson St, Seattle, WA 
98104, email FWTE@soundtransit.org, visit www.soundtransit.org/FWextension or attend a public meeting and fill 
out a comment form.

The first public meeting was held June 19 at the Federal Way Transit Center. Another meeting is scheduled from 5 to 
7 p.m. June 26 at Parkside Elementary in Des Moines.

Contact Federal Way Mirror reporter Greg Allmain at gallmain@fedwaymirror.com or 253-925-5565 ext. 5054.

Find this article at: 
http://www.federalwaymirror.com/news/212223841.html 

 Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 
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Residents look over alternative locations for the Des Moines light-rail station. 

Where should Des Moines light-rail 
station go?
07/03/2013

By Katie Nelson
HIGHLINE TIMES

Approximately 30 community members congregated at Parkside Elementary School 
in Des Moines on June 26 to give their input on the extension of light rail service 
from the Federal Way Transit Center to the new Angle Lake station, which is 
currently under construction. 

The light rail route passes by Kent-Des Moines Road, where Sound Transit is hoping 
to erect a new station by 2023.

The public meeting is part of an environmental impact statement scoping survey, 
which is the second step on the project’s continuum. The purpose of scoping is to 
gain public opinion on the location of potential building areas. 

“Our goal is to determine the range of alternatives to study for the draft of the 
environmental impact statement,” said Kimberly Reason, Sound Transit 
spokesperson. “What we want to do is explain to the constituents in the corridor 
what the Federal Way Transit Center project is, where we are right now in terms of 
what kinds of alignments we’re studying … what the cost parameters are, and what 
we’re looking at down the road here.”

The building process has been hindered largely due to the onset of the recession in 
2008, according to Reason. Because 90 percent of Sound Transit’s funds are 
obtained through sales tax, the economic downturn resulted in the loss of $4.1 
billion, which would have gone toward the ballot measure supporting the light rail 
extension. This means that the original building timeline developed in November 
2008, which predicted the entire extension’s completion by 2023, will be pushed 
back. Sound Transit’s new timeframe includes building the Kent-Des Moines Road 
station by 2023.

Receive updates on news and events in the Highline area 
via Twitter or Facebook!
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We encourage our readers to comment. No registration is required. We ask that you 
keep your comments free of profanity and keep them civil. They are moderated and 
objectionable comments will be removed.

While the funds for building to Kent-Des Moines Road are nearly cemented, the 
exact location for the light rail’s route is not. Part of the meeting included images 
portraying optional locations for both stations and tracks, known as alignments.

“Right now we’re looking at a total of 10 stations in the study area … and five 
different alignments,” Reason said. “We’re looking at alignments on Highway 99, as 
well as I-5.”

As far as which options are considered the best, Reason said it is too early to tell, 
and that all options are being weighed equally.

“That’s what this whole [scoping] process is about, to thoroughly look at the impact, 
how much right of way are we going to need to acquire, how much transit-oriented 
development, how much ridership, travel time, what elements might impede, delay 
or make more expensive each of those alignments,” she said.

Pati Guenther, a Des Moines resident who lives on the north side of Highline 
Community College, was present at the June 26 meeting and had attended several 
other events pertinent to the construction over the past few years. The future 
location of the Kent-Des Moines Road station is near the college, ensuring an 
alignment will run somewhere alongside it.

While Guenther remarked that she will definitely use the service and is excited for it 
to be built, she also expressed uncertainty.

“I’m just curious as to how it’s going to affect my home and where I live and my 
neighborhood,” Guenther said. “I have the concern that probably most of the 
homeowners have, and that is, ‘How is this going to affect the worth of my 
property?’”

The project’s next step is to evaluate community responses and to create an 
environmental impact statement, which will help determine the best locations for the 
stations and alignments. The EIS will be drafted in late 2013 and early 2014.

Like 2
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I have been a resident of Des Mones, since 1976. I welcome 
the light rail, as we have experts analyzing the best solution. 
My wife and I travel to Seattle on the light rail as often as 
possible. A Des Moines stations enables more people to 
travel, carefree of downtown costly parking fees, and 
roadway congestation.
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COURTESY GRAPHIC, SOUND TRANSIT
Sound Transit will expand light rail to Kent by 2023.

Sound Transit seeks best light rail 
route through Kent
By STEVE HUNTER
Kent Reporter Courts, government reporter
JULY 9, 2013 · 4:43 PM

Sound Transit officials are trying to figure out in the next 
few years where to build light rail tracks when they extend 
the line along Kent's West Hill by 2023.

After numerous studies and public input, Sound Transit has 
narrowed the options to five potential routes, mainly along 
Pacific Highway South or Interstate 5, as it aims for a 
decision on a preferred route by 2015 with a final selection 
in 2016.

Light rail is funded to be built from South 200th Street in 
SeaTac to Kent/Des Moines near Highline Community 
College, just north of South 240th Street.

But transit officials are designing a route to South 272nd 
Street in Federal Way, including $8 million in the 2013 
budget for project development. Officials want the route 
designed to Federal Way in case money becomes 
available to build the line that far.

Cathal Ridge, South Corridor development manager of 
Sound Transit, presented an update about the project July 
2 to the Kent City Council at a workshop.

"By late 2016 the board will select a project (route) to 
build," Ridge said to the council.

Here are the options:

• Interstate 5 westside

This route along the west side of I-5 could cause problems 
because the state Department of Transportation (DOT) has 
limited right-of-way north of 240th Street. The DOT also may want to use the right-of-way to add toll lanes, Ridge 
said.

• I-5 mix

Part of the route along the west side of the freeway and part of it down the freeway median. Sound Transit is 
uncertain if the median is available if DOT wants to expand freeway lanes.

• State Route 99 (Pacific Highway)

Tracks could be elevated and go down the median of SR 99, also known as Pacific Highway South. This would 
cause minimal impact to existing vehicle lanes and businesses but would be an issue at crossing intersections and 
where the highway doesn't have a median.

• 30th Avenue South

Page 1 of 2Sound Transit seeks best light rail route through Kent - Kent Reporter

8/5/2013http://www.printthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?expire=&title=Sound+Transit+seeks+best+light...



Elevated along the west side of the street that runs east of Pacific Highway South. Could be difficult to transition the 
track from Pacific Highway to  30th Avenue.

• State Route 99 (Pacific Highway) hybrid

Track would run along west side of street in some areas; down the median in some areas and along the east side in 
other areas. Track would be elevated in most areas, at-grade in others.

"I've been tracking this for a couple of years and the hybrid (option) looks like the more elegant solution I've seen," 
said Councilwoman Elizabeth Albertson in response to the proposals listed by Ridge.

"We looked at all of the configurations and screened out a lot," Ridge said. "It was not good to go all on the east side 
or all on the west side. It (the hybrid) is kind of the best of all worlds. But this is out there for consideration, it's not 
how it has to be. There may be questions about why it's on the east side or the west side (at certain spots)."

Sound Transit also needs to determine where to put stations and how many stations to have. Right now the primary 
stations are expected to be at Kent/Des Moines near Highline Community College and at South 272nd Street (either 
along I-5 or SR 99).

Light rail currently runs from Sea-Tac Airport to downtown Seattle. Sound Transit has started construction on a new 
1.6-mile line from the airport south to South 200th Street in SeaTac that is expected to open in 2016. That route will 
run on an elevated guideway primarily along 28th Avenue South and is budgeted for $72 million this year.

Sound Transit gets the majority of its funding through sales taxes, vehicle licensing fees, federal grants and fare box 
revenue.

Voters initially approved funding light rail in 1996 and approved a sales tax increase in 2008 to fund expansion 
projects through 2023 to Southwest King County, Overlake and Lynnwood.

Ridge said once a route is picked, it will take until 2014 to compile a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
until 2016 to get a final EIS. Design of the project takes another two to three years. Construction takes three to four 
years, with a projected start of construction in 2019. That pushes the project completion date to 2023.

Councilman Bill Boyce asked Ridge if Sound Transit had heard any strong opposition to the project.

"No, not yet," Ridge said. "I don't know if that's good or bad. Maybe people don't know about the project. But we sent 
mailings to everyone in or near the corridors."

For more information and to comment about Sound Transit's light rail plans, go to www.soundtransit.org/Projects-
and-Plans/Federal-Way-Transit-Extension.

Contact Kent Reporter Courts, government reporter Steve Hunter at shunter@kentreporter.com or 253-872-6600, 
ext. 5052.

Find this article at: 
http://www.kentreporter.com/news/214836711.html 

 Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 
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JUNE 2013

FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION

Expanding the regional  
transit system 
In 2008, the region’s voters approved  
Sound Transit 2, a major expansion of the 
regional transit system with substantial 
extensions of Link light rail throughout the 
region plus more Sounder train and ST Express 
bus services.
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Link light rail system

For information in alternative formats,  
call 1-800-201-4900/  
TTY Relay: 711 or email  
accessibility@soundtransit.org.

Extending link light rail to  
Federal Way
Sound Transit is evaluating alternatives to extend light rail 
from the future Angle Lake light rail station on  
South 200th Street in SeaTac to the Federal Way Transit 
Center, a distance of about 7.6 miles. Currently, there is 
projected funding to build the extension  
to Kent/Des Moines. 

Project Funding 
In 2008 voters approved the extension of light rail from 
Sea-Tac International Airport to South 272nd Street at the 
northern edge of Federal Way as part of the  
Sound Transit 2 package. Based on current revenue 
forecasts, Sound Transit has enough funding to build light 
rail from South 200th to Kent/Des Moines and is working 
to ensure that the segment to the Federal Way Transit 
Center is ready for construction once funding is secured.  

Purpose and Need Statement
The Purpose and Need Statement is intended to briefly 
explain the underlying purpose and need for the project 
(see Purpose and Need Statement insert). The scoping 
process provides an opportunity for public and agency 
comments about the Purpose and Need statement 
through July 15, 2013. 

Sound Transit plans, builds and operates regional transit systems and services to improve mobility for Central Puget Sound.
Sound Transit  l  401 S. Jackson St.  l  Seattle, WA 98104-2826  l  1-800-201-4900 / TTY Relay: 711  l  main@soundtransit.org  l  www.soundtransit.org

Federal Way Transit Extension
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We are 
here

Find project information, updates and upcoming events on our website. Please 
visit www.soundtransit.org/FWextension
 
For additional information about Federal Way Transit Extension or to request a 
��	��������������	���	���	���������	����	�����������������������	����!	���	��
Outreach Specialist, at 206-398-5014 or tralayne.myers@soundtransit.org.

Sign up for email updates at  
www.soundtransit.org/subscribe

Alternatives Analysis
Sound Transit and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
have conducted an Alternatives Analysis (AA) to start the 
public planning and environmental phases for this project. 
An AA is a way to evaluate costs, benefits, and impacts 
of a range of alternatives designed to meet the purpose 
and need of the people and community in the  
project corridor. 

Multiple alternatives are being considered to study in 
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) including 
a No-Build alternative and five light rail alternatives.  
Potential alternatives came from regional and local 
planning studies and from the public and agencies 
comments received during the early scoping process 
from Oct. 18 to Nov. 19, 2012. Reports related to the AA 
process are available on the project website at:  
www.soundtransit.org/FWextension.

Environmental review
Sound Transit and the FTA will prepare an EIS under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Washington 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) to further examine 
how the project could affect the community and 
environment. In fall 2013, the Sound Transit Board 
will identify the alternatives to be further evaluated in 
the draft EIS. The draft EIS is anticipated for public and 
agency review in late 2014.

Environmental scoping meetings  
Sound Transit is considering five potential alternatives 
for further analysis in the environmental review process 
(see insert: What alignment alternatives are being 
considered?):

Sound Transit invites comments on the potential 
alternatives, purpose and need statement and impacts on 
the environment:

• In Person: Attend a scoping meeting and fill out a 
comment form

• Online: Complete a scoping survey at soundtransit.
org/FWextension.

• Email: FWTE@soundtransit.org
• Mail: Sound Transit, Attn: Kent Hale, 401  

S. Jackson St., Seattle, WA 98104
• 30-day comment period ends July 15, 2013. 

Currently there is sufficient funding to build light rail to Kent/Des Moines 

June 19, 3–6 p.m.
Federal Way Transit Center Plaza
31621 23rd Ave S. 
Federal Way, 98003

June 26, 5–7 p.m.
Parkside Elementary cafeteria
2104 S. 247th St.
Des Moines, 98198

STAY INVOLVED!  
Join us for environmental scoping meetings

To request accommodations for persons with disabilities or information in alternate formats,  
call 1-800-201-4900/TTY Relay: 711 or email accessibility@soundtransit.org.



 

 

 

 

The following is a Purpose and Need Statement for review during this Scoping process.  After 
considering the Scoping comments received, the Federal Transit Administration under the National 
Environmental Policy Act and Sound Transit under the State Environmental Policy Act will finalize 
the Purpose and Need Statement and determine the range of alternatives to be evaluated in the 
EIS.  

The purpose of the Federal Way Transit Extension is to expand the Sound Transit Link light rail system from 
SeaTac to the cities of Des Moines, Kent, and Federal Way in King County in order to meet the following 
objectives: 
 
� Provide a rapid, reliable, accessible, and efficient alternative for travel to and from the corridor and other 

urban growth and activity centers in the region with sufficient capacity to meet projected demand. 

� Expand mobility alternatives to traveling on congested roadways and improve connections to the 
regional multimodal transportation system with peak and off-peak service. 

� Provide the high-capacity transit (HCT) infrastructure to support adopted regional and local land use, 
transportation, and economic development plans. 

� Advance the long-range vision, goals, and objectives for transit service established by the Sound Transit 
Long-Range Plan for high-quality regional transit service connecting major activity centers in King, Pierce, 
and Snohomish counties. 

� Implement a financially feasible system that seeks to preserve and promote a healthy environment. 

 
The following conditions within the project corridor demonstrate the need for the project: 
 
 

� North-south transit demand is expected to grow by 30 to 40 percent by 2035 as a result of residential and 
employment growth in the FWTE corridor and regionally. 

 
� The FWTE corridor population is a highly transit-dependent population with needs for efficient, reliable 

regional connectivity. 
 
� Congestion on I-5 and on the key corridor arterials leading in and out of the study area will increase and 

further degrade existing transit performance and reliability. 
 
� There is a lack of reliable and efficient peak and off-peak transit service connecting persons in the FWTE 

corridor with the region’s growth centers. 
 
� Regional and local plans call for HCT in the corridor consistent with PSRC’s VISION 2040 and the Regional 

Transit Long-Range Plan.  
 

� Implementing the project will help meet environmental and sustainability goals of the state and region, 
including reduced vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. 

 

Purpose and Need Statement
Federal Way Transit Extension
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What alignment alternatives are being considered?
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About the five alignment alternatives

Population

Households

Employment

Activity Centers

Existing/Planned Land Use

Existing Vacant/Underutilized
Parcels

Existing/Planned Bus Access

Existing/Planned 
Ped/Bike Access

Potential Development Plans

How did 
we assess

TOD Potential?

23,000
Riders

Daily
Ridership

14 to 15
minsTravel Time

35,000 to
36,000
people

Population

11,000 to
14,000 JobsEmployment

13,000 to
14,000
Households

Households

What results
were common
to all Level 2
alternatives?
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Steps in preparing an EIS

Sound Transit and the Federal Transit 
Administration will prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the Washington 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). 
In the EIS, Sound Transit will evaluate 
how the project could affect the 
community and the environment.

Transportation:
Transit
Traffic

Natural environment:
Air quality
Greenhouse gas emissions
Ecosystems
Water resources
Geology and soils

Community impacts:
Noise and vibration
Visual effects
Land use and economic activity 
Acquisitions, displacements  
and relocations
Energy use
Hazardous materials
Public services and utilities
Impacts on low-income and 
minority populations 
Cultural, historic and 
archaeological resources
Parks
Construction impacts

What is typically studied in an EIS?

Record of 
Decision 
(2016)

R
D
(2

Final EIS 
(2015-2016)
F
(2

Draft EIS
(2013-2014)
D
(2

Scoping 
(2013)
S
(2

Early Scoping and 
Alternatives Analysis 
(2012-2013)

Public review and comment

Analyze a range 
of transit modes 
and alignment 
alternatives. 
Narrow these 
down to a range 
of alternatives  
to consider.

Determine 
the range of 
alternatives and 
“scope” of issues 
to study in the 
EIS.

Describe 
the benefits 
and adverse 
effects of each 
alternative.

Outline ways to 
avoid, minimize 
or mitigate 
negative effects. 

Respond to 
comments 
received on the 
Draft EIS.

Identify 
preferred 
alternative.

Outline 
mitigation for 
unavoidable 
environmental 
impacts.

Document what 
project Sound 
Transit will build 
and how it will 
avoid, minimize 
and mitigate for 
environmental 
impacts.

We are 
here

JUNE 2013

Federal Way Transit Extension

What is the environmental review process?



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

June 2013

Sound Transit is evaluating alternatives to extend high capacity transit from the future Angle Lake light rail station on South 200th Street 
in SeaTac to the Federal Way Transit Center.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Schedule

The Alternatives Analysis (AA) phase is almost done.  It will be followed by a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) phase through 
2014, and a Final EIS phase through mid-2016. The environmental review process will conclude with a Record of Decision from the Feder-
al Transit Administration in late 2016. 



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Alternatives Analysis Process

Sound Transit began the AA phase with an Early Scoping public comment period in October 2012.  The results of the AA are now available 
and will be presented to the public during the EIS Scoping period in June 2013.  



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Initial Range of Alternative Corridors

Based on public input during the Early Scoping public comment period, Sound Transit studied alternatives along the I-5 Corridor, SR 99 
Corridor, as well as along 24th Avenue South and 30th Avenue South in the City of Des Moines.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Initial Range of Alternative Corridors

In the Kent/Des Moines area, the alignment could potentially transition from one corridor to another. The enlarged box shows potential 
crossing options.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Initial Range of Alternative Corridors

Previous planning identified potential station locations at Kent/Des Moines (in the vicinity of Highline Community College), South 272nd 
Street (Redondo or Star Lake park-and-rides), and the Federal Way Transit Center.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Initial Range of Alternative Corridors

The Sound Transit 2 Plan, which was approved by the voters in 2008, included funding to build light rail as far as South 272nd Street on 
the border of Federal Way.  



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Initial Range of Alternative Corridors

Based on current revenue forecasts, Sound Transit has enough funding to build light rail to Kent/Des Moines and is working to ensure 
that the segment to the Federal Way Transit Center is ready for construction once funding is secured.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Initial Range of Alternatives

Alternatives suggested during the Early Scoping public comment period included light rail alignments on I-5, SR 99, 24th Avenue South 
and 30th Avenue South, as well as Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on I-5 and SR 99, and improvements to the existing transportation system 
(TSM).



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 1 Evaluation Results

Following pre-screening of the alternatives, and a Level 1 evaluation, five light rail alignment alternatives were advanced for further 
evaluation in the Level 2 analysis. Previous planning in the corridor, such as the Regional Transit Long Range Plan, evaluated several 
transit modes and recommended light rail.  Bus and BRT alternatives were considered again but not advanced because they would have 
a slower travel time, less ridership capacity, and would not as effectively accommodate future population growth and transit demand in 
the corridor.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Representative cross sections are shown for each of the five alternatives that advanced to Level 2.  Each cross section provides a 
schematic representation of how the light rail alignment would affect existing roadway widths, existing landscaping, and adjacent 
buildings.  

How to Read Typical Section



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

How to Read Typical Section

The key measures that differentiated the five remaining alignment alternatives are shown below each cross section. 



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 1 Evaluation Results

The five cross sections shown represent the alternatives that were proposed for further study in the Level 2 analysis, based on the key 
findings, the project’s purpose and need, and the Level 1 evaluation criteria.  All of the alternatives would have similar ridership and travel 
time.  The SR 99 Hybrid alternative was a new alternative that was developed based on information learned during the Level 1 analysis. 



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 1 Evaluation Results

These cross sections represent the light rail alternatives that were not proposed for further study in the Level 2 analysis, based on the key 
findings, the project’s purpose and need, and the evaluation criteria.  In general, alternatives were not advanced if they had less ridership, 
a longer travel time, or had greater right-of-way effects.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 2 Alternatives

The five alternatives that were further defined and evaluated in the Level 2 evaluation included two alternatives along I-5, one alternative 
on 30th Avenue South and two alternatives, (including a new hybrid alignment), along SR 99. 



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

SR 99 Hybrid Alternative

The Level 1 analysis showed that several standalone alternatives along SR 99 had flaws, but that different segments of the various SR 99 
alternatives could work better if combined together into a new ‘hybrid’ alternative. The hybrid was designed to avoid impacts to key 
intersections and community facilities, and was informed by considerations such as topography and convenient access to existing 
park-and-ride lots. 



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 2 Evaluation Results

Over thirty different measures were evaluated to help distinguish the pros and cons of the Level 2 alternatives.  A number of the 
measures yielded results that were common to all the Level 2 alternatives.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 2 Evaluation Results

Daily ridership and travel time are expected to be about the same for all five of the Level 2 alternatives.  The number of people, jobs, and 
households currently located within a half mile of each alignment are also similar for each alternative.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 2 Evaluation Results

Some of the key distinguishers between the Level 2 alternatives are illustrated in this graphic.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 2 Evaluation Results

The I-5 Mixed West Side alternative would likely have high residential effects north of South 240th Street and would have weaker transit 
oriented development (TOD) potential.  Engineering challenges could include the Midway landfill south of South 240th Street, and 
proximity to the Highline Water District storage tanks, and a PSE substation. 



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Level 2 Evaluation Results

The I-5 Mixed West/Median alternative would also likely have high residential effects north of South 240th Street and weaker TOD 
potential.  It would avoid the Midway landfill but would require large structures to transition to the I-5 median (south of South 240th 
Street) and then back to the west side at South 272nd Street and the Federal Way Transit Center.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

The SR 99 Elevated Median alternative would be located within the median of SR 99.  It would have less effect to the roadway and 
adjacent buildings than other alternatives along SR 99 but would require major construction to cross key intersections along the 
alignment.

Level 2 Evaluation Results



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

The 30th Avenue South Elevated West Side alternative would transition from SR 99 at about South 220th Street and then continue within 
the existing parking setback along 30th Avenue South.  This alternative would affect commercial and residential properties at the 
transition point and could have noise and visual effects to properties along 30th Avenue South.

Level 2 Evaluation Results



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

The SR 99 Hybrid alternative would affect commercial and residential properties at various locations along SR 99 but would avoid major 
effects to key intersections or community facilities.

Level 2 Evaluation Results



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

As part of the alternatives analysis, Sound Transit analyzed the transit oriented development (TOD) potential of the various alternatives.  
This analysis was conducted in accordance with Sound Transit’s TOD policy.  The assessment of TOD potential considered a range of 
issues.  Both alignment alternatives and station location alternatives were assessed.

TOD Potential



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

TOD Potential - Alignments

The graphic on the right illustrates the high density zoning and the planned commercial and multi-family land uses within ¼ mile of the 
alignment alternatives.  TOD potential is generally higher along the SR 99 alignment alternatives. 



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

TOD Potential - Stations

The analysis of TOD potential for stations generally looked at the area within ½ mile of the station locations.  The stations at Kent/Des 
Moines and the Federal Way Transit Center would generally be in the same location for all alternatives, but the South 272nd Street station 
would be in different locations for the SR 99 and I-5 alternatives.  The South 272nd Street station on SR 99 would have higher TOD 
potential.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

During the Early Scoping public comment period a number of potential additional station locations were suggested.  Some were 
screened out because they were outside the study area, or in close proximity to existing locations.  Seven locations were then evaluated 
in more detail (four along SR 99 and three along I-5).

Station Evaluation

*Additional stations were evaluated as part of the alternatives analysis process; these stations were not included in the
voter-approved ST2 Plan and, if approved, would require additional taxing authority and funding.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Station Evaluation

*Additional stations were evaluated as part of the alternatives analysis process; these stations were not included in the
voter-approved ST2 Plan and, if approved, would require additional taxing authority and funding.

The station evaluation examined both TOD potential and multimodal access.  



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

The four station locations identified in previous studies were evaluated along with the seven potential additional station locations that 
were suggested during the Early Scoping public comment period.

Station Evaluation Results

*Additional stations were evaluated as part of the alternatives analysis process; these
stations were not included in the voter-approved ST2 Plan and, if approved, would 
require additional taxing authority and funding.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

The station locations at Kent/Des Moines, South 272nd Street and the Federal Way Transit Center have good TOD potential and good 
access. 

Station Evaluation Results

*Additional stations were evaluated as part of the alternatives analysis process; these
stations were not included in the voter-approved ST2 Plan and, if approved, would 
require additional taxing authority and funding.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

A number of the suggested additional station locations do not perform well.  Generally, these locations have low density residential 
development around the station area and do not have good auto, bus, or pedestrian access. 

Station Evaluation Results

*Additional stations were evaluated as part of the alternatives analysis process; these
stations were not included in the voter-approved ST2 Plan and, if approved, would 
require additional taxing authority and funding.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Two of the suggested additional locations do perform well in terms of TOD potential (along SR 99 at South 216th Street and South 260th 
Street).  They do not have as good access as the baseline locations.

Station Evaluation Results

*Additional stations were evaluated as part of the alternatives analysis process; these
stations were not included in the voter-approved ST2 Plan and, if approved, would 
require additional taxing authority and funding.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Each additional station would increase the end-to-end travel time by about 40 seconds.  The cost of constructing an additional station is 
about $40 million.  

Station Evaluation Results

*Additional stations were evaluated as part of the alternatives analysis process; these
stations were not included in the voter-approved ST2 Plan and, if approved, would 
require additional taxing authority and funding.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

Timeline/Process

*Final Design and Construction currently funded to Kent/Des Moines.

The results of the AA will be presented to the public during the EIS Scoping period in June 2013.  Based on input received during scoping, 
the Sound Transit Board will then identify which alternatives should be studied in more detail in the Draft EIS.  The Draft EIS will be 
available for public comment in late 2014.  A final decision on which alternative should be built will be made after publication of a Final 
EIS in 2016.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

EIS Scoping

The EIS Scoping public comment period will last until July 15, 2013.  Public meetings will be held at the locations and times noted above.



Federal Way Transit Extension
Alternatives Analysis Summary

How to Comment

Comments regarding the AA and which alternatives should be studied further in the Draft EIS should be submitted by one of the 
methods above by July 15, 2013.



Additional information regarding the Federal Way Transit Extension is available on the project website at 
www.soundtransit.org/FWextension.  To view the Level 1 and Level 2 Alternatives Screening reports, click on “Federal Way document 
archive” in the bottom right corner of the project home page.



FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION

Today, you will have the opportunity to:

Learn about the project purpose and 
need.

Review potential alternatives. 

Tell us how the project could affect 
people and the environment.

Ask questions of project staff. 

Tell us what you think.

This scoping open house is an important 
part of the environmental review process.

Thank you for coming!

Meeting Purpose

WELCOME

6/13
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EIS and 
Record of 
Decision

Angle Lake 
Station

Kent/ 
Des Moines

S. 272nd

Federal Way 
Transit Center

Voter- 
approved 
under ST2

Sufficient 
funding for 
construction

WHAT IS THE PROJECT FUNDING STATUS?

Project Funding StatusSound Transit is in the process of delivering 
major voter-approved high capacity transit 
investments throughout the region. The national 
recession has significantly reduced funding, 
including a projected 41 percent reduction 
in in South King County revenues through 
2023. Currently, project funding is available for 
construction to Kent/Des Moines.

Your help identifying light rail alternatives in 
South King County is vital to:

Extending light rail from S. 200th Street to  
Kent/Des Moines.

Developing a shovel-ready plan to extend 
services all the way to the heart of  
Federal Way.
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In planning/
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Under 
construction

In design
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Link

Extension
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Downtown
Seattle

Northgate
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FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION CORRIDOR

Sound Transit is studying 
extending light rail from 
Angle Lake Station to the 
Federal Way Transit Center.
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FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION

WHAT IS THE PROJECT PURPOSE?

A purpose and need statement will help guide decisions about the project.

The project purpose is:

Provide an alternative to traveling on 
congested roadways.

Improve mobility and access to transit.

Provide more reliable and convenient 
public transportation to jobs and  
key destinations.

Preserve and promote a healthy 
environment.

Support local and regional land 
use, transportation and economic 
development plans.

6/13



FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION

PROJECT PURPOSE: TELL US WHAT YOU THINK

Understanding your priorities helps us evaluate alternatives.

The project  
purpose is:

Place a dot next to the issues  
that are most important to you. 

Provide an alternative  
to traveling on  
congested roadways.

Improve mobility and 
access to transit.

Provide more reliable 
and convenient public 
transportation to jobs  
and key destinations.

Support local and regional 
land use, transportation 
and economic  
development plans.

Preserve and promote a 
healthy environment. 

6/13



FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION

WHAT IS THE PROJECT NEED?

A purpose and need statement will help guide decisions about the project.

This project is needed because:

More people will be living and 
working in the project area.

Traffic congestion on I-5 will  
continue to worsen.

Travel times will increase.

Existing transit service does not meet 
the needs of people in the corridor.

2012 2035

Demand for transit service

40% 
increase

Three more hours of bumper to  
bumper traffic each day by 2035.

Seattle

Federal Way

25% 
longer

In 2035,  
it will take

to drive between 
Seattle and 

Federal Way 
during rush hour.

 � Limited evening and 
weekend service.

 � Does not connect 
to jobs and key 
destinations.

 � Requires too much time 
and too many transfers.

6/13



FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION

PROJECT NEED: TELL US WHAT YOU THINK

Understanding your priorities helps us evaluate alternatives.

The project  
is needed because:

Place a dot next to the topics  
that are most important to you. 

More people will be living 
and working in the project 
area.

Traffic congestion on I-5 
will continue to worsen.

Travel times will increase.

Existing transit service does 
not meet the needs of 
people in the corridor.

6/13



FEDERAL WAY TRANSIT EXTENSION

TIMELINE/PROCESS

 
 

federal grant)
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Analyze a range of transit 
modes and alignment 
alternatives. Narrow these 
to a range of alternatives 
to consider.

Early Scoping 
& Alternatives 
Analysis

Environmental 
Review

Final 
Design

Construction Testing & 
Pre-operations

Start
of 

Service

Oct 2012

Public comment 

June 2013
Alternatives
Analysis Report
Determine the range of 
alternatives and “scope” of 
issues to study in the 
Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).

June  2013

Public comment

Sept 2013
Sound Transit 
Board identifies 
alternatives for EIS

Late 2014
Draft EIS

Late 2014

Public comment

Early 2015
Sound Transit Board 
identifies preferred 
alternative

Mid 2016
Final EIS
Respond to comments 
received on the Draft EIS. 
Outline mitigation for 
unavoidable environmental 
impacts.

Late 2016
Sound Transit Board 
selects project to build

Late 2016
Federal Transit 
Administration issues 
Record of Decision 
Document what project 
Sound Transit will build and 
how it will avoid, minimize and 
mitigate for environmental 
impacts.

2017 – 2018 2019 – 2022 2022 – 2023 2023Describe the benefits and 
adverse effects of each 
alternative. Outline ways 
to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate negative effects. 

We are 
here

Currently there is sufficient funding to build light rail to Kent/Des Moines
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Steps in preparing an EIS

Sound Transit and the Federal Transit Administration will prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). In the EIS, Sound Transit will 
evaluate how the project could affect the community and the environment.

Transportation:
Transit
Traffic

Natural environment:
Air quality
Greenhouse gas emissions
Ecosystems
Water resources
Geology and soils

Community impacts:
Noise and vibration
Visual effects
Land use and economic activity 
Acquisitions, displacements  
and relocations
Energy use
Hazardous materials
Public services and utilities
Impacts on low-income and 
minority populations 
Cultural, historic and 
archaeological resources
Parks
Construction impacts

What is typically 
studied in an EIS?

WHAT IS THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS?

Record of 
Decision 
(2016)

Final EIS 
(2015-2016)

Draft EIS
(2013-2014)

Scoping 
(2013)

Early Scoping and 
Alternatives Analysis 
(2012-2013)

Public review and comment

Analyze a range 
of transit modes 
and alignment 
alternatives. 
Narrow these 
down to a range 
of alternatives  
to consider. 

Determine 
the range of 
alternatives and 
“scope” of issues 
to study in the 
EIS.

Describe 
the benefits 
and adverse 
effects of each 
alternative.

Outline ways to 
avoid, minimize 
or mitigate 
negative effects. 

Respond to 
comments 
received on the 
Draft EIS.

Identify 
preferred 
alternative.

Outline 
mitigation for 
unavoidable 
environmental 
impacts.

Document what 
project Sound 
Transit will build 
and how it will 
avoid, minimize 
and mitigate for 
environmental 
impacts.

We are 
here
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WHAT IS AN ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS?

Sound Transit 
conducted an 
alternatives analysis 
process to:

Examine bus and light rail 
transit modes, potential 
alignments within the project 
area and station locations. 
Incorporate public comments.
Identify the most promising 
alternatives to evaluate in the 
Draft EIS.    
Help to secure potential 
federal funding.

 
 

 

EIS
Alternatives

Preferred
Alternative

EIS
Evaluation

Results

Initial Range of 
Alternatives

Pre-screening 
Results

Level 1 
Alternatives

Level 2 
Alternatives

Level 1 
Evaluation 
Results

Level 2 
Evaluation 
Results A
lt

er
na

ti
ve

s 
A

na
ly

si
s

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l 
Im

p
ac

t 
St

at
em

en
t

We are Here

Early Scoping – Public Comment

EIS Scoping – Public Comment

DEIS – Public Comment
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WHAT DID WE HEAR DURING ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS?

What else 
should we 
consider?

What people said...
We need parking 

at stations.

We need more 
transit service.

How will buses 
connect to  

new stations? I think elevated light 
rail will be faster.

Consider bikes  
and pedestrians.

Light rail should be 
faster than travel  

by bus or car.

I think elevated light 
rail will be safer.

I think elevated 
light rail will cost 

less to build.

We prefer 
light rail.

Build light rail 
all the way to 

Tacoma.
We are 

concerned 
about noise.

Will this 
project affect 
the value of 
my property?

What about an 
alignment along 

30th Ave S.

What about an 
alignment along 

24th Ave S.

I think at-grade  
light rail will make 
for a slower trip.

How will  
this project 
affect our 

neighborhoods?I think at-grade light 
rail will make traffic 
congestion worse.

6/13

I think elevated light 
rail will cause less 

disruption.

We are concerned 
about impacts to 
natural resources.

What will this 
project do  
to traffic? 
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 � Increase transit ridership?

 � Improve connections to regional 
transit?

 � Improve transit service for people who 
do not have access to a car?

 � Serve an area that is home to many 
low-income and/or minority residents?

 �Connect to existing neighborhoods or 
major activity centers? 

For each alignment under consideration, we asked 
these questions. Would this alignment:

 �Minimize impacts to the natural 
environment (such as wetlands, 
streams and lakes)?

 �Minimize impacts to the built 
environment (such as parks, 
community facilities or private 
property)?

 �Minimize or avoid traffic, noise and 
visual impacts? 

 �Be affordable to build?

WHAT EVALUATION CRITERIA DID WE USE?
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HCC

S.
 3

20
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

00
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

16
th

 S
t.

Kent D
es M

oin
es R

d.

S.
 2

40
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

72
nd

 S
t.

I-5 Mixed
Median

Mixed
West Side

S. 272nd Street 
Crossing

Puget Sound

Federal
Way

Transit
Center

Angle
Lake

Station

SeaTac/
Airport
Station

Potential
connection
to Tacoma

SR 99

Transportation System Management

I-5 BRT

SR 99 BRT

24th At-Grade
Median

Elevated
East Side

Elevated
Median

West
Side

30th At-Grade
Median

Elevated
Median

Elevated
East Side

Elevated
West Side

I-5 Mixed
Median

East
Side

Mixed
West Side

Elevated
Median

At-Grade
Median

Mixed
Median

Elevated
East Side

Elevated
West Side

HybridSR 99

Alternatives were not evaluated further if they:
Would not meet the project purpose and need. 
Would cause substantial impacts to the 
environment or communities. 
Would be too expensive to build compared 
with other alternatives.

Gray = Alternative 
not advanced

WHAT ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES DID WE STUDY?

Evaluation Results
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WHAT ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES SHOULD WE STUDY IN THE DRAFT EIS?

Five alignment alternatives remain:

HCC

S.
 3

20
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

00
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

16
th

 S
t.

Kent D
es M

oin
es R

d.

S.
 2

40
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

72
nd

 S
t.

I-5 Mixed
West/Median

Puget Sound

Federal
Way

Transit
Center

Angle
Lake

Station

SeaTac/
Airport
Station

Potential
connection
to Tacoma

SR 99

30th Elevated
West Side

I-5 Mixed
West Side

Elevated
Median

HybridSR 99
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ABOUT THE SR 99 HYBRID ALTERNATIVE

Pr
op
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ed

 S
R 

50
9

HCC

Midway

Redondo
Heights

P&R

Woodmont
Library

S.
 3

20
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

00
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

16
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

08
th

 S
t.

Ke
nt

 D
es

 M
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s R

d.

S.
 2

40
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

60
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

72
nd

 S
t.

S.
 3

04
th

 S
t.

16
th

 A
ve

. S

Puget Sound

Potential
connection
to Tacoma

Wetland

Federal
Way High

School

Federal
Way

Transit
Center

Angle
Lake

Station

SeaTac/
Airport
Station

HybridSR 9999
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ABOUT THE FIVE ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

Common characteristics*:
23,000
Riders

Daily
Ridership

14 to 15
minsTravel Time

11,000 to
14,000 JobsEmployment

35,000 to
36,000
people

Population
13,000 to
14,000
Households

Households

Existing roadway

Proposed roadway

SR 99
Southbound

Sidewalk SidewalkSR 99
Northbound

BAT
Lane

BAT
Lane

Elevated
Median

South-
bound

North-
bound

Bike
lane

ResidenceResidence

Existing roadway 

Proposed roadway

Elevated
West Side

3

4

(north of 240th) Billion along I 5 to I 5 Medianalong I 5Effects

Moderate Residential
and Commercial

1.8
Billion

Residential East/
West of SR 99

Utilities, Hazmat,
Major Intersections

Stronger
along SR 99

Moderate
Effects

CostROW
Effect

Traffic TOD
Potential

ComplexityVisual/
Noise

High Residential
(along 30th)

1.8
Billion

Residential
along 30th Ave. S.

Utilities, Hazmat,
Major Intersections

Stronger
along SR 99

Moderate
Effects

CostROW
Effect

Traffic TOD
Potential

ComplexityVisual/
Noise

SR 99

30th

Elevated Median

Elevated West Side

5

(along 30th) Billion along 30th Ave. S. Major Intersectionsalong SR 99Effects

Moderate Residential,
High Commercial

1.8
Billion

Residential East/
West of SR 99

Utilities, Hazmat,
Topography

Stronger
along SR 99

Low
Effects

CostROW
Effect

Traffic TOD
Potential

Complexity
Visual/
Noise

Existing roadway

Proposed roadway

SR 99
Southbound

SR 99
Northbound

BAT
Lane

BAT
LaneHybridHybrid Hybrid

SR 99 Hybrid

Embankment

S
ho

ul
de

r

I-5
North-
bound
HOV
Lane

HOV
Lane

Shoulder I-5
Sorthbound

Shoulder Shoulder

Existing roadway

Embank-
ment

Mixed West Side Mixed West/
Median

Embankment

S
ho

ul
de

r

I-5
North-
bound
HOV
Lane

HOV
Lane

Shoulder I-5
Sorthbound

Shoulder Shoulder Median

Existing roadway

Embank-
ment

Mixed West Side

2

1

High Residential
(north of 240th)

1.5
Billion

Residential
along I-5

I-5 Expansion, Landfill,
Water Tanks, Substation

Weaker
along I-5

Low
Effects

CostROW
Effect

Traffic TOD
Potential

Visual/
Noise

Complexity

High Residential
(north of 240th)

1.6
Billion

Residential
along I-5

I-5 Expansion, transitions
to I-5 Median

Weaker
along I-5

Low
Effects

CostROW
Effect

Traffic TOD
Potential

ComplexityVisual/
Noise

I-5

I-5

Mixed West Side

Mixed West/Median

*Population, employment and household  
 data within 1/2 mile of stations.
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WHAT STATION ALTERNATIVES DID WE STUDY?

S.
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S.
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 S
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S.
 2

16
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 S
t.

S.
 2
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 S
t.

S.
 2

60
th

 S
t.

S.
 2

72
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 S
t.

Das
h 

Po
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t R
d.

99 99

Puget Sound

Angle
Lake

Station

SeaTac/
Airport
Station

HCC

ST2

Kent-
Des MoinesStation

Station

27
2n

d

Station

272nd

Station
Federal Way
Transit Center

SR 99

216th

I-5

21
6th

I-5

26
0th

I-5

28
8th

SR 99

260th

SR 99

288th

SR 99

Dash Point Rd.

Station
Potential Additional Station
(along I-5 Corridor)

Potential Additional Station
(along SR 99 Corridor)Legend

Sound Transit evaluated additional station locations 
during alternatives analysis based on comments 
received during early scoping.

Stations other than those identified in the voter-
approved ST2 Plan would require additional taxing 
authority and funding.

The Sound Transit Board will decide which stations 
to evaluate further when it identifies the EIS 
alternatives in September 2013.
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WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF THE STATION EVALUATION?

Higher
Performing

Lower
Performing

along I-5 Corridor

along SR 99 Corridor

Station
Federal Way
Transit Center

Station
272nd

Station
Kent-
Des Moines

Station
272nd

SR 99
216th

SR 99
260th

SR 99
288th

I-5
216th

I-5
260th

I-5
288th

SR 99
Dash Point Rd.

TOD* Potential Access ST2 Authorized

?

Station
Potential Additional Station
(along I-5 Corridor)

Potential Additional Station
(along SR 99 Corridor)Legend

Strong Weak

40
Seconds

Additional
Travel Time
per Station

40
Million

Additional
Cost

per Station

*TOD=Transit Oriented Development
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Tell us what you think: How to comment:
Fill out a comment form and drop it in a comment box or mail it from home.

Online: Complete a scoping comment form at soundtransit.org/FWextension.

Email: FWTE@soundtransit.org 

Mail: Kent Hale, Sound Transit 
 401 S Jackson St., Seattle, WA 98104

How to stay involved:
Sign up for the latest project updates by visiting soundtransit.org/subscribe.

Send us your comments by July 15, 2013

Are there changes 
Sound Transit should 
consider making to 
the draft purpose and 
need statement?

Is Sound Transit 
considering the right 
alternatives?

What social, economic, 
environmental and 
transportation issues 
are you concerned 
about in the  
project area?

YOUR COMMENTS ARE IMPORTANT!
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